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Office of Civil Rights

The mission of the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) is to eliminate discrimination and ensure
fair and equal access to housing, public services, accommodations and participation in
activities. The office strives to reduce procedural, attitudinal and communication barriers
for persons living and working in the City of Boston. Created in 1995 as a human rights
umbrella agency responsible for enforcing and coordinating all anti-discrimination
ordinances in the City of Boston, OCR consists of three main program areas: the Boston
Fair Housing Commission, the Human Rights Commission, and the Commission for
Persons with Disabilities.

Boston Fair Housing Commission

This Analysis of Impediments, a blueprint for affirmatively furthering fair housing in
Boston and the surrounding metropolitan area has been prepared under the direction of
the Fair Housing Commission, and the Commission will oversee its implementation. The
Fair Housing Commission also works to eliminate discrimination and increase access to
housing in Boston through investigation and enforcement, affirmative marketing, housing
counseling, and interagency coordination.

Among the resources it provides is the Metropolitan Housing Clearing Center (Metrolist),
which provides low- and moderate-income households with housing counseling and
comprehensive information about government-assisted housing and housing on the
private market throughout the Boston metro area.

Questions or comments should be directed to:

Office of Civil Rights, Boston Fair Housing Commission
E-mail address: CivilRights @cityofboston.gov
Telephone: 617-635-2500

TTY:

Information is available in alternate formats upon request

(1)



Table of Contents

Executive Summary

L.

IL.

I1I.

IV.

VL

Introduction to the Analysis of Impediments

=  Overview

= The Obligation to Further Fair Housing

= The 1997 Analysis of Impediments: An Update
= Process for Developing the Al

Fair Housing Demographics in Boston and the Region

= The Geography of the Al

= Racial and Ethnic Characteristics of Boston Residents and Neighborhoods
= Characteristics of Boston Residents with Disabilities

= National Origin and Linguistic Isolation

= The Metropolitan Context: Racial and Ethnic Concentration and Separation

Housing Market Conditions Affecting Fair Housing

= Volatility in the Housing Market
= Homebuying by People of Color

Housing and Structures of Opportunity

= Poverty

= Health and Safety

= Education

= Public Transportation and Jobs

= Addressing the Effects of Racial Isolation

Housing Needs Among Protected Classes

= Housing Needs by Household Size and Type

= Housing Needs of People of Color

= Housing Need and Allocation of Affordable Housing Resources
Housing for People with Disabilities

= Housing Needs of People with Disabilities in Boston

=  Olmstead and the Housing Needs of People with Significant Disabilities
= Accessible Housing Needs

(ii)



VII. Discrimination in Mortgage Lending, Predatory Lending, and Foreclosures
= Targeting Traditionally Underserved Borrowers
= The Impact of Concentrated Foreclosures on Communities of Color
= Continuing Discrimination in Conventional Lending
VIII. Assisted Housing: the Region’s Safety Net
=  Who Lives in Boston Public Housing?
=  Who is Served by Rental Vouchers?
=  Who is on the Waiting List for Housing Assistance?
= Barriers to Opportunity

IX.  Barriers to Housing Choice

= People with Limited English Speaking Proficiency
= Mobility and Choice

X. Fair Housing Enforcement
= Jurisdiction and Protected Classes
= Prohibited Conduct
= Prevalence and Nature of Discrimination
= Discriminatory Conduct
= Audits and Complaint Outcomes
= Design and Construction; Reasonable Modification and Accommodation
= Intervention by the Attorney General
= Discrimination Complaints in Assisted Housing
XI.  Private Housing
= Fair Housing Education
XII.  Prejudice and Bias
XIII. Zoning and Land Use Patterns
XIV. Federal Housing Policies and Fair Housing Choice

XV. Impediments, Affirmative Activities that Further Fair Housing, and Conclusion

(i)



Appendices

Appendix A
Appendix B
Appendix C
Appendix D
= Table 1
= Table?2
= Table 3
= Table 4
= Table5
= Table 6
= Table 7
= Table 8
= Table 9
= Table 10
= Table 11
= Table 12
= Table 13
= Table 14
= Table 15
= Table 16
= Table 17
= Table 18

Advisory Committee Members

List of Metro Boston Municipalities with Kirwan Institute
“Opportunity” Ratings

1997 AIL: Table of Impediments and Action Steps

Demographic Tables, Bibliography of Studies Utilized in
Preparation of 2010 Al

Total Disabilities Tallied, Boston

People with Disabilities by Age, Race, and Disability

People with Disabilities in Boston Neighborhoods

Self Care Disability by Age and Employment Status, Boston v
Balance of Metro, 2000-2005/2007

Foreign Born Population in Boston

Percent of Foreign Born Population with Linguistic Isolation by
Language Group

Metropolitan Boston Segregation Indices - A

Metropolitan Boston Segregation Indices - B

Demographic Comparison of South End and Jamaica Plain Census
Tracts

Income, Poverty, and Racial Concentration of Boston

Planning Districts

Travel Time to Work and Means of Transportation

Housing Problems by Household Type, All Households

Renter Housing Problems, People with Disabilities and All
Owner Housing Problems, People with Disabilities and All
Boston Units/Properties Registered with the Massachusetts
Registry

Units/Properties Registered with the Massachusetts Registry,
Balance of Metro

Mortgage Lending by Boston Neighborhood, 2004-2008, Including
High Cost (High APR) Loans

Median Single Family Home Prices by Planning District, 2000-
2005-2009

(iv)



List of Tables and Figures

Table 1-1
Table 1-2

Map 2-1
Map 2-2

Table 2-1
Table 2-2
Table 2-3
Table 2-4
Table 2-5
Table 2-6
Table 2-7
Table 2-8
Table 2-9
Figure 3-1
Figure 3-1
Figure 3-3

Table 3-1
Table 3-2
Table 4-1
Table 5-1
Figure 5-1
Table 5-2
Table 7-1

Figure 8-1
Map 8-1

Table 8-1
Table 8-2

Table 8-3
Table 8-4
Table 8-5
Table 8-6
Figure 8-2

Table 8-7
Table 8-8

Table 8-9

Indicators Used in the Kirwan Institute’s MA Opportunity Mapping
Analysis

Indicators Used in the Kirwan Institute’s MA Opportunity Mapping
Analysis

Boston Redevelopment Authority Planning Districts
Boston/Cambridge/Quincy, MA-NH Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MA portion only)

Boston’s Population by Race/Ethnicity, 1980 - 2006/2008

Race and Ethnicity of Boston

Race and Ethnicity of Boston’s Census Tracts

Year 2000 Index of Dissimilarity-Boston

Year 2000 Exposure Index for Boston Census Tracts

Boston Population with Disability and Employment Status

Boston's Share of 5-County Population by Race/Ethnicity

Children Living in Poverty by Race/Ethnicity and Family Type

Percent of Children with Elevated Blood Levels, 2007

Median Rents in Metropolitan Boston, 1990-2008

Median Home Prices in Metropolitan Boston, 1990-2008

Single Family and Condominium Home Sales: Essex, Middlesex,
Norfolk, Plymouth, and Suffolk Counties

Change in Median Home Price, Peak to Trough, by Boston Neighborhood
Top Homebuying Markets by Race/Ethnicity in Metro Boston, 2000-2006
Children Living in Poverty by Race/Ethnicity and Family Type
Housing Problems by Race

A Comparison of Housing Problems by Race and Ethnicity

Housing Needs of Families on S.8 Statewide Waiting List

Cost of a $300,000 30-Year Fixed Rate Mortgage at Selected Interest
Rates

Public Assistance for Rental Housing, Boston, Massachusetts and U.S.
Subsidized Housing in Metro Boston

Publicly Assisted Housing, Boston v Balance of Metro

Race of Residents in Public & Subsidized Housing, Boston v. Balance of
Metro

Location of Boston's Publicly Assisted Housing by Neighborhood Income
and Racial Characteristics

A Snapshot of Boston’s Public Housing Tenants

Possible Over-Housing in BHA Public Housing

A Snapshot of Boston Tenants with BHA Voucher Holders
Race/Ethnicity of BHA Voucher Holders, Boston and Balance of Metro
Area

Current Residence of Households on BHA Waitlist

A Snapshot of Households on the BHA Waitlist

How Adequate is the Safety Net?

)



Table 10-1
Table 10-2
Table 10-3
Table 10-4
Table 10-5
Table 10-6
Table 10-7
Table 11-1
Table 12-1

Laws Governing Housing Discrimination

Basis of Complaints Filed with MCAD, 1/1/04 — 9/30/09

Types of Violations Alleged

Resolution of Discrimination Complaints, Boston v Balance of Metro
Complaint Outcomes by Basis

Characteristics of HUD Title VIII Disability Discrimination Complaints
Title VIII Allegations with Federal Financial Assistance and the ADA
Percent of Children with Elevated Blood Levels, 2007

Hate Crimes in Boston, 1993 to 2006

(vi)



Executive Summary

This Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) examines policies and
practices that may limit the ability of Boston residents to choose housing in an
environment free from discrimination. The Al was prepared by the Boston Fair Housing
Commission (BFHC), a division of the Boston Office of Civil Rights, with significant
input from a broadly representative advisory committee and the public at large. In her
charge to the Advisory Committee, BFHC Executive Director Victoria Williams
described the challenge, “...to truly open doors in our communities, and to open them
wide so that fair housing is no longer somebody else’s problem but everybody’s
opportunity.”

Background

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires jurisdictions
that receive federal Community Development Block Grants and other housing assistance
to identify impediments to fair housing within, or affecting, their communities and to
develop action plans to address those impediments. As an entitlement city that receives
funds annually from HUD, Boston must certify that it affirmatively furthers fair housing
by:

= Analyzing civil rights conditions in its housing programs and housing market;

= Identifying impediments to fair housing choice;

= Establishing an action plan to address the impediments; and

= Maintaining records to document that the fair housing action plan is carried out.

HUD further requires the City to evaluate the effectiveness of its action plan, monitor
changing fair housing conditions, and update its Analysis on a periodic basis. This Al,
which covers the period from July 2010 through June 2013, is an update of Boston’s
1997 Al Included in the update is a status report on the 22 impediments and 48
corrective action steps identified in the 1997 Al. That report documents some notable
successes and some areas where additional effort is needed. Outstanding issues have
been incorporated into the updated action plan. Meanwhile, a number of new issues have
emerged.

Fair Housing Issues Entering a New Decade

Market conditions are far different today than they were when the last AI was produced
and much of what transpired between 1996 and 2006, when the Massachusetts housing
market imploded, had a disparate impact on the region’s communities of color. Four
trends, in particular, had important fair housing consequences: the volatility in the
housing market; racial and ethnic home buying patterns; subprime lending and lax
mortgage practices; and widespread foreclosures.  In addition, a protracted global
recession has eliminated jobs and driven up unemployment; here, too, the region’s
communities of color have been most adversely affected. These economic and market
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forces have given rise to a new set of fair housing issues and aggravated some
longstanding conditions. After rising rapidly for nearly a decade, home prices in Boston
and its metro area declined by more than 20 percent between 2005 and 2009. The drop
was even greater in communities of color, where the run-up in prices had been the
sharpest. These are also the communities most at risk as the result of widespread
foreclosures.

Important demographic shifts have been occurring as well. Boston is a racially and
ethnically diverse city, with a population evenly split between non-Latino whites and
persons of color. The city and region’s population growth has been driven by
immigration, with more than 55,000 foreign born residents settling in the city since 2000.
Nearly half of the city’s foreign born population (16 percent of all residents) are
linguistically isolated, that is, they speak English less than “very well” or not at all.

While the region’s population is also becoming more diverse, the Boston metro area
remains one of the most segregated of the nation’s largest metropolitan areas. Boston is a
small central city in a relatively large metro area; the decisions made by the other 146
municipalities concerning zoning, land use, education, etc. profoundly influence the
ability of Boston residents to exercise full and fair housing choice.

These important political, economic and demographic influences have helped shape the
City of Boston’s 2010 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing.

The Process of Creating a Fair Housing Plan for Boston

The 2010 Al is a blueprint for affirmatively furthering fair housing in Boston and the
surrounding metropolitan area. The Analysis examines the dynamics of the housing
market from a fair housing and equal access perspective. It recommends administrative
and programmatic actions to address barriers in government-assisted housing, private
housing, housing for the disabled, insurance and mortgage lending. The Analysis also
addresses other issues affecting housing access like discrimination, zoning, lead paint,
and the practices of real estate brokers and lenders. It promotes initiatives that facilitate
equal access to housing, which is fundamental to ensuring equal opportunity in education,
employment, and other areas.

The Al includes:

= An overview of demographic and housing market conditions in the City and metro
area, particularly as they pertain to housing choice.

= A profile of fair housing in the City and surrounding area, including current laws,
policies and practices, and the number and status of any fair housing complaints.

= A description and discussion of various market and public policy impediments
encountered by people of color, families with children, persons with disabilities, and
other protected classes;

= Specific actions that can and should be taken to address impediments;
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= The identification of entities that will work to address and overcome impediments;
and
= A timetable for action.

A series of appendices provides additional detailed demographic data and a bibliography
of academic and market research that informed the findings.

This draft of the 2010 Analysis of Impediments is being circulated for public review and
comment. Public input is encouraged and will be incorporated into the final document, to
be released on or before April 30, 2010.

The Impediments Identified

Over the course of its nine month investigation, the Commission and its advisory
committee identified 40 specific impediments to fair housing choice, and they
recommended 69 action steps to mitigate or eliminate them. The recommendations,
which have been endorsed by the Advisory Committee, were informed by the analysis of
demographic trends, conditions in the private and publicly assisted housing markets,
discrimination complaints, academic and market research, public testimony, and a critical
review of issues of race, place and housing opportunity in a metropolitan context.

The impediments have been organized around key themes, and the Analysis of
Impediments is similarly organized. The 11 key areas, and specific impediments are:

Housing and Structures of Opportunity: Fair housing choice allows a family to choose a
residence that offers access to opportunity outside the home such as healthy communities
and good schools; impediments to choice are barriers to opportunity.

= Racial isolation in Boston can affect health due to poor housing, environmental, and
public safety conditions.

= Residential patterns of racial separation in the City impede access to higher quality
schools.

= Patterns of racial segregation in the metropolitan area impede access by people of
color to higher opportunity areas with high performing schools, jobs, good housing
conditions, and healthy living environments.

= Efforts to promote access to high quality suburban schools for children living in
racially identified neighborhoods are undermined by funding cuts in the Metco
program, which places children of color in suburban schools.

= Regional planning for employment by the Commonwealth Corporation and for
transportation by the Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) do
not address a mismatch between the places in Boston where workers of color reside,
and the locations of jobs.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice City of Boston
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Disproportionate Housing Needs Among Protected Classes: Lack of housing
affordability and poor housing conditions disproportionately affect households of color.

= The median income of Boston residents is substantially lower than the median income
for the region making it difficult for housing assistance programs based on the metro
area median to address the needs of the city’s lowest income families; the imposition
of stricter targeting requirements, however, might increase development costs,
undermining the goal of promoting mixed-income communities.

= Housing resources available to the City are inadequate to provide capital subsidies
sufficient to serve the lowest income families in units without operating assistance.

Housing for People with Disabilities: The Supreme Court decision in Olmstead v. L.C.
requires that people with disabilities (including people with significant disabilities) have
the opportunity to receive supportive services in the most integrated setting appropriate
for their individual needs; affordable, accessible housing is an essential component of this
mandate.

= The Commonwealth lacks a comprehensive plan to develop integrated, community-
based, permanent supportive housing for people with significant disabilities to enable
them to live outside of institutional settings and quasi-institutional settings, as
required by the ADA. Federal funding for such planning activities is no longer
available.

= The BHA and DHCD utilize Project-Based Housing Choice Vouchers to create
permanent supportive housing for people with disabilities, but budget cuts undermine
access to supportive services by tenants.

= A significant number of technical and scoping standards used by the Massachusetts
Architectural Access Board provide a lesser level of housing accessibility for people
with disabilities than required by federal law. Because MAAB rules are incorporated
into the state building code, many units are built that do not comply with federal
accessibility standards.

= Programs that fund structural modifications in dwelling units occupied by tenants,
including the Home Modification Loan Program, are targeted at owners of properties
with 10 or more units, who, under Chapter 151B, must make reasonable
modifications at the owner’s expense. Insufficient funds are available to tenants in
properties in less than 10 units, where the obligation to pay for modifications is
imposed on the resident.

Discrimination in Mortgage Lending, Predatory Lending, and Foreclosures: The
combined effect of discrimination in mortgage lending, predatory lending practices
targeted at people and neighborhoods of color, and the resulting wave of foreclosures
deprive households of color equal access to homeownership.
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= The lag in purchases between members of protected classes and other home buyers,
and the disproportionate denial of mortgage credit affecting homebuyers of color
indicate continuing levels of housing discrimination in the real estate and lending
industries.

= Subprime lending is concentrated in neighborhoods in Boston predominated by
people of color. These same neighborhoods are the areas with the highest rates of
foreclosure.

= There is little information about the effectiveness of loan modification programs for
households facing foreclosure.

Assisted Housing: Significant numbers of people within protected classes either need or
reside in housing with local, state, or federal assistance; access to assisted housing, and
the locational characteristics of assisted housing affected access to opportunity.

= A disproportionate share of project-based assisted housing in Boston is located in
racially concentrated areas.

= A disproportionate share of the region’s project-based assisted housing is located in
Boston, and not in suburban communities.

= LHAs outside Boston utilize local resident selection preferences in admissions to
their state and federal housing programs, excluding people of color from participation
in the programs.

= Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program and Massachusetts Rental Voucher
Program fair market rent standards are too low to facilitate participant moves to high
opportunity areas outside in the metropolitan area.

Housing Choice: Furthering fair housing includes activities that expand choices in the
housing market.

= Although City and state agencies have taken steps to provide language access to
housing programs for people with limited English-speaking ability, progress is
inconsistent among the agencies, and among the housing providers that receive City,
state, and federal funds.

= Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher and MRVP participants are concentrated in lower
opportunity areas.

= Families seeking affordable housing need to be aware of opportunities outside their
neighborhoods.
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Fair Housing Enforcement: Vigorous and comprehensive enforcement of fair housing
laws is an essential feature of furthering fair housing.

= Rates of favorable outcomes for complainants in fair housing complaints are less than
the level of success that might be predicted based on fair housing audits.

= Very few fair housing enforcement actions involve issue of compliance with design
and construction requirements to assure fair housing for people with disabilities.

= There is a need for improved communication between MCAD and other FHAP
agencies regarding the inclusion of public interest provisions in conciliation
agreements, such as training or other elements that promote fair housing goals, such
as provisions that facilitate applications for lead paint removal funds, and listing of
units with Metrolist.

= HUD takes little or no enforcement action in concurrent matters involving Title VIII
issues investigated by MCAD, OCR, and other FHAP agencies, and issues
concerning civil rights laws prohibiting discrimination in programs receiving federal
financial assistance.

Private Housing: Expanded access to privately owned housing by people in protected
classes is an essential feature of affirmatively furthering fair housing.

= The City has made tremendous progress in reducing the incidence of elevated blood
levels of lead resulting from lead based paint. There are greater percentages of EBL
cases, and a higher rate of EBLs in racially concentrated neighborhoods.

= Families with children using Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers and MRVP are
often denied housing when housing quality inspections detect the presence of lead-
based paint.

= There is a lack of awareness of fair housing among real estate professionals,
landlords, and jurisdictions in the metropolitan area.

Prejudice and Bias: Unfounded assumptions and fears about members of protected
classes are an impediment to fair housing choice.

= Community leaders in Boston, and in the region’s cities and towns do not openly
express a commitment to inclusive, diverse communities, and sometimes resist
affordable housing that might promote inclusiveness.

= A lack of awareness of fair housing laws impedes access to regional communities by
individuals with limited English speaking ability.
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Land Use and Zoning: Land use policies preclude a fair and equal distribution of
housing types within and among the region’s communities, including rental and for-sale
housing, multifamily and single family housing, and affordable and market rate housing.

= Income limit and other inclusionary zoning policies do not facilitate access to IZ units
by extremely low-income and very-low income households of color.

= Off-site IZ units are often located in high poverty, racially concentrated locations.

= Both inside Boston and in the region, public opposition to affordable housing in high
opportunity areas impedes expanded housing choice.

= A disproportionate number of large families are households of color. Housing set
aside for elders, and for over-55 households, and zoning requirements that favor
housing with smaller bedroom sizes have the effect of depriving families of children
from housing opportunities.

= Chapter 40B is the primary producer of affordable housing in opportunity locations,
including the development of accessible affordable and market rate units for people
with disabilities.

= The fair housing effects of Chapter 40B are not known.

Federal Policies: Federal housing programs influence the availability and location of
assisted housing, and exercise a profound affect on housing choice.

= Federal housing programs incorporate provisions that do not currently balance the use
of affordable housing resources in areas of high poverty and racial concentration
targeted for revitalization and areas that will expand housing choice in high
opportunity areas.

= Proposals for new federal housing initiatives, including the Choice Neighborhoods
Initiative, the Sustainable Communities initiative, and the Transforming Rental
Assistance initiative are opportunities to reshape federal housing policy to promote
choice and fair housing.

= Federal programs that support important local and regional features that are
opportunity factors, such as transportation, education, and economic development
programs, are not coordinated among themselves and with housing programs to
expand housing opportunities.

= Federal efforts to combat housing discrimination are weak and uncoordinated, lack
leadership and do not support fair housing enforcement at the local or state level.

Next Steps
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Actions to address these impediments have been drafted, together with a list of entities
that will have responsibility for getting things done. Evaluation of progress under this
plan will be undertaken annually by the Boston Fair Housing Commission and its Fair
Housing Advisory Committee.

The BFHC and the AI Advisory Committee have identified an action plan that recognizes
the Boston’s responsibility to affirmatively further fair housing choice and anticipates a
continued leadership role for the City. However, for significant progress to be made, the
committee acknowledged that it would be necessary to embrace metropolitan strategies
that would engage all the cities and towns in the Boston metro area. The committee
cautioned that without a viable metropolitan fair housing strategy, progress was likely to
be piecemeal.
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I. Introduction to the Analysis of Impediments

The City of Boston’s 2010 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al)
examines whether all Boston residents share equal access to housing under federal, state
and local fair housing statutes. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) requires jurisdictions receiving federal Community Development
Block Grants and other housing assistance to identify impediments to fair housing within,
or affecting, their communities and to develop action plans to address those impediments.
HUD encourages jurisdictions to become fully aware of the existence, nature, extent, and
causes of all fair housing problems and resources available to solve them, and the City of
Boston has seized the opportunity of this Al update to do just that. Where impediments
have been identified, corrective action is recommended.

Overview

The City is required to certify that it affirmatively furthers fair housing by analyzing civil
rights conditions in its housing programs and housing market; identifying impediments to
fair housing choice; establishing an action plan to address the impediments; and
maintaining records to document that the fair housing action plan is carried out. HUD
further requires the City to evaluate the effectiveness of its action plan, and monitor
changed fair housing conditions. It also urges jurisdictions to update the Al on a periodic
basis.

The Boston Fair Housing Commission (BFHC, or Commission), a division of the Boston
Office of Civil Rights (OCR), is the agency charged with preparing the City’s updated
Analysis of Impediments, covering the period beginning on July 1, 2010 and ending on
June 30, 2013. The Commission also prepared the City’s earlier AI, which was completed
in 1997. In conducting this update, the Commission retained professional consulting
services and convened an Advisory Committee composed of individuals with a broad
range of experience and expertise in topics related to equal opportunity and affirmatively
furthering fair housing through transportation, employment, and other areas that affect
housing choice. (A list of advisory committee members and their affiliations appears in
Appendix A.)

The Al is organized as follows. This first section introduces the concept of acting
affirmatively to further fair housing and the fair housing principles that guide the
analysis. It summarizes the impediments to fair housing choice identified in the 1997 Al
and the status of action steps taken to address those impediments. It also describes the
methodology and process used in preparing this update.

Sections II and III present an overview of the demographic forces and housing market
conditions that affect housing choice. They identify the groups of people protected by
fair housing laws- the protected classes- where they live, how they are separated from
each other geographically, and the overall conditions of housing price and affordability
that affect where people live. Sections IV-XIV present a discussion of the impediments
to fair housing choice identified through the research conducted for the Al in discussions
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with the Advisory Committee, and through public comment. Each of these eleven
sections includes a series of action steps to address the impediments. Section XV
provides a detailed chart summarizing all the impediments and action steps discussed in
the Al, and identifies the institutional partners responsible for carrying out the action
steps, and the timetable for completing the action steps. The four appendices consist of
the detailed tables and maps that depict the background research conducted for the Al

The Obligation to Further Fair Housing

The responsibility to act affirmatively to further fair housing derives from the laws that
govern the use of HUD community planning and development funds and the federal Fair
Housing Act (Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act). Litigation and case law also play
a role in defining the obligation to affirmatively further fair housing, and two cases are
particularly relevant: NAACP, Boston Chapter v. HUD and Anti-Discrimination Center of
Metro New York v. Westchester County, N.Y.

The decision in the landmark NAACP, Boston Chapter v. HUD case has influenced the
housing practices of the City of Boston and the Massachusetts Department of Housing
and Community Development (DHCD) for nearly two decades. In that case, the court
defined the duty to further fair housing to include the following components: HUD and
its grantees must not engage in acts of discrimination; they must assess the civil rights
impact of funding decisions in connection with federal housing programs; and they must
act affirmatively so that over time, federal housing resources are deployed in a manner
that dismantles residential patterns of segregation and achieves truly open housing
markets, without regard to race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national
origin.

HUD, the City, and DHCD were all parties to the 1991 settlement proceedings in
NAACP, Boston Chapter and all entered into agreements to refrain from discrimination
and to carry out activities to further fair housing. Among other provisions, the
agreements resulted in: the creation of a metropolitan area-wide Metrolist of affordable
housing opportunities administered by OCR and the Commission; enhanced fair housing
enforcement powers for the Commission; and affirmative fair housing marketing
requirements for all affordable housing developed in the City, also administered by OCR.

The other significant judicial decision defining the responsibilities of jurisdictions in
carrying out an Al is the more recent Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York v.
Westchester County, N.Y. The plaintiffs in that case claimed that Westchester County, as
a recipient of CDBG and other federal funds, falsely certified that the jurisdiction was
furthering fair housing by failing to take into account discrimination based on race and
conditions of racial segregation as impediments to fair housing choice. In ruling for the
plaintiffs in February 2009, the court said that it is the responsibility of jurisdictions to
consider conditions affecting all classes protected by fair housing laws.
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Classes Protected by Fair Housing Laws

Boston residents are protected under federal, state and local fair housing laws. Title VIII
(the federal Fair Housing Act) protects against discrimination based on race, color,
religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin. Boston’s fair housing
ordinance, and Massachusetts fair housing laws codified in Chapter 151B of the General
Laws provide for broader coverage and prohibit discrimination based on race, color,
religion or creed, marital status, disability, military status, presence of children in the
household, national origin, sex, age, ancestry, sexual preference, and source of income,
including rental assistance. In addition, the Boston ordinance also forbids discrimination
based on gender identity or expression.

Fair Housing v. Affordable Housing

The specific obligation to “affirmatively further fair housing” is linked to programs that
are designed to create affordable housing. HUD’s Fair Housing Planning Guide and
established case law, however, make it clear that the Al and action plan must consider not
only fair housing conditions in affordable housing, but all private sector actions,
omissions, and decisions that restrict housing choice based on race, color, religion, sex,
disability, familial status, or national origin.

While “fair housing” and “affordable housing” are distinctly separate concepts in law and
public policy, they are interrelated. The decision in NAACP Boston Chapter recognized
that the patterns of residential segregation that characterize the metropolitan area were
constructed, in part through practices such as public and assisted housing siting decisions,
admission policies that assigned families to assisted housing based on race and color, and
exclusion from homeowner insurance programs based on race. In addition, a
disproportionate share of the protected classes are low- and moderate-income families
with a greater need for housing assistance. The fair housing statutes were enacted to
ensure that members of the protected classes — regardless of income or need for assisted
housing — would not face discrimination in the sale, rental, financing, and insuring of
housing. Title VIII explicitly recognized the role of affordable housing programs when it
made the Fair Housing Act’s provisions applicable to assisted housing immediately, even
though its effect on unassisted housing did not take hold for eight months.

The Al identifies many actions that can — and should — be taken to eliminate
discrimination in the sale, rental, financing, and insuring of housing, whether that housing
is publicly assisted or not. However, without an adequate supply of housing that is
affordable and accessible to members of protected classes in healthy communities
offering good schools and employment opportunities, they will continue to face barriers.
As a result, many of the strategies to eliminate discrimination are tied to expanding
affordable housing opportunity in communities throughout the metropolitan area.
Discrimination, in part, can be reduced by the provision of housing that is affordable for
all income groups, especially low and moderate income households, in all communities.

Housing Opportunity in a Metropolitan Context

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice City of Boston
March 24, 2010 Page 11



Fair housing conditions affecting residents of the City of Boston are often caused, or
exacerbated, by factors that operate outside the boundaries of the City, and are
determined by actors such as government officials that are not part of City government.
Land use practices outside of Boston, state housing initiatives and allocation of resources,
and regulations governing federal housing programs are all examples of issues over
which the City lacks direct control but that that impact the fair housing conditions faced
by Boston residents. Less obvious, but equally important, are the attitudes and
preferences that people of different races, colors, and abilities, and characteristics have
about living near each other.

This Al identifies a number of impediments to fair housing opportunity in Boston that are
within the City’s ability and jurisdiction to mitigate or rectify. However, many issues and
forces that limit housing choice — indeed, most — are metropolitan in nature, affecting not
only Boston but neighboring municipalities. Addressing fair housing conditions on a
regional basis requires the active leadership of not only Boston, but others, including
DHCD, the communities that comprise the region, and HUD.

The Challenge of Overcoming Opportunity Isolation in Massachusetts

In 2008 Massachusetts legal services programs, led by the Massachusetts Law Reform
Institute, commissioned Ohio State University’s Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race
and Ethnicity to conduct an “opportunity mapping analysis” of the Commonwealth.
Opportunity mapping is a technique that utilizes extensive datasets and state-of-the-art
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to analyze the distribution of opportunity in
metropolitan areas, and Kirwan is a national leader in the field. The goal of the
Massachusetts initiative was to understand how low-income groups and racial and ethnic
populations were situated in the Commonwealth’s “geography of opportunity,” defined
as “environmental conditions or resources that are conducive to healthier, vibrant
communitlies and are more likely to be conducive to helping residents in a community
succeed.”

Based on an analysis of 19 variables that are indicators of opportunity — sustainable
employment, high performing schools, a healthy and safe environment, political
empowerment, and outlets for wealth-building - the Kirwan researchers assigned an
“opportunity” rating to each of the 351 cities and towns in Massachusetts: very high,
high, moderate, low, and very low. Table 1-1 identifies the variables used in the study
and Table 1-2 summarizes the findings by race and ethnicity. While fewer than 43
percent of the lowest income white (non-Hispanic) households live in low or very low-
income opportunity communities, 71 percent of Asian, 93 percent of black, and more
than 95 percent of Latino households with similar incomes, live in areas so designated.
More striking is the fact that 92 percent of middle income black and Latino households
and 90 percent of those in the highest income group (earning over $60,000 in 2000) live

' The Geography of Opportunity: Building Communities of Opportunity in Massachusetts, Kirwan Institute
for the Study of Race and Ethnicity, The Ohio State University, January 2009.
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in one of the ten low or five very low opportunity communities. The corresponding
figures for whites are 34 and 22 percent and for Asians, 61 and 39 percent.

Table 1-1 Indicators Used in the Kirwan Institute’s MA Opportunity Mapping Analysis

Educational Opportunity

Economic Opportunity

Neighborhood/Housing Quality

Student Ex penditures

Unemploy ment Rates

Home Values

Student Poverty Rate

Population on Public Assistance

Neighborhood Vacancy Rate

Students Passing Math Tests Proximity to Employ ment Crime Index or Crime Rate

Students Passing Reading Tests Economic Climate (Job Trends) Neighborhood Poverty Rate

Dropout Rate Mean Commute Time Home Ownership Rate

Graduation Rate Proximity to Toxic Waste Release Sites

Number of Certified teachers Proximity to Superfund Sites

Source: The Geography of Opportunity: Building Communities of Opportunity in Massachusetts, Kirwan
Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnicity

Table 1-2 Indicators Used in the Kirwan Institute’s MA Opportunity Mapping Analysis
White (Non- African
Household Income Neighborhood type Latino) American Latino Asian

Low and very low opportunity 42.6% 93.0% 95.5% 71.0%
Low Income Households (Eaming |Moderate opportunity 24.0% 4.0% 3.0% 10.3%
Less than $30K in 2000) High and very high opportunity 33.5% 3.0% 1.5% 18.7%

Low and very low opportunity 33.8% 92.3% 92.0% 61.0%
Middle Income Households Moderate opportunity 25.2% 4.3% 5.0% 17.4%
(Eaming $30K to $60K in 2000) High and very high opportunity 41.0% 3.4% 3.0% 21.4%

Low and very low opportunity 21.5% 90.1% 89.6% 38.8%
High Income Households (Earning | Moderate opportunity 22.0% 5.0% 6.8% 16.0%
$60K or More in 2000) High and very high opportunity 56.5% 4.9% 3.5% 45.3%

Source: The Geography of Opportunity: Building Communities of Opportunity in Massachusetts, Kirwan
Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnicity

The January 2009 report concluded that the degree of racial isolation in low opportunity
areas in greater Boston, and the Commonwealth as a whole, was one of the highest rates
of “opportunity segregation” found in any of the analyses the Kirwan Institute had
conducted. Of the 147 municipalities in the 5 counties that constitute the Massachusetts
portion of the Boston metro area, Kirwan ranked five (Brockton, Chelsea, Lawrence,
Lowell, and Lynn) as offering very low opportunity, and ten as offering low opportunity
(Avon, Boston, Everett, Haverhill, Holbrook, Malden, Randolph, Revere, Salem, and

City of Boston
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Wareham.) Twenty-six were deemed to offer moderate opportunity, while 47 ranked
high and 58 very high.? The full ratings are shown in Appendix B.

OCR and the advisory committee found the Kirwan opportunity rating template a useful
lens through which to view regional trends and impediments, and it has been incorporated
into this analysis.

The 1997 Analysis of Impediments

The 1997 Analysis of Impediments and Fair Housing Plan identified twenty-two
impediments, organized into seven categories. For each impediment, the 1997 Al
recommended one or more corrective action strategies (forty-eight in all), identified the
partner primarily responsible for taking such action — mostly city, state or federal
agencies, advocacy groups, trade associations — and set forth a timeframe for resolution.
It is noteworthy that eight of the impediments identified in 1997 and thirteen of the
proposed remedies referred to federal and state subsidized housing policies and programs.
A copy of the table from the 1997 Al listing the twenty-two impediments and forty-eight
action steps is included in Appendix C.

The 1997 impediments and the status of the actions carried out under the 1997 Plan, can
be summarized as follows:

Federally-Assisted Housing

Reports prepared for the 1997 Al concluded that access to federally-assisted housing
opportunities was a key determinant of fair housing choice. The 1997 Al identified
several important new and ongoing barriers to housing with federal assistance: (1)
proposals to end mandatory selection preferences for displaced households, families with
high rent burdens, and households living in substandard housing; (2) insufficient fair
market rent standards in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program; (3) a
congressionally mandated 3 month delay in re-issuance of HCVs returned through
participant turnover; and (4) concerns about loss of subsidized housing through the
expiration of project-based Section 8 Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) contracts.

Despite advocacy efforts, the suspension of the federally mandated selection preferences
was made permanent in 1998. A survey of the public housing agency (PHA) policies
indicates that many PHAs retain some or all of the old federal preferences. However,
most also utilize local resident selection preferences, which present a barrier to
households of color in gaining access to assisted housing in predominantly white
communities.

* The Kirwan study used census tracts as its basic geographic unit of analysis, but it aggregated the
individual tract rankings to assign each municipality an “opportunity” rating. Where this Al refers to
“opportunity” ratings the reference is to these composite municipal rankings. Within the City of Boston,
only 4 of 157 census tracts were rated as moderate opportunity, and none was classified high or very high.
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In response to the ongoing affordability crisis, the City began its Leading the Way
initiative in 2000, producing more than 10,000 new units of housing and preserving
thousands of affordable units over an 8 year period. OCR, in partnership with the Boston
Housing Authority (BHA), administered two mobility counseling programs for Section 8
HCV participants from 1997 to 2005, when funding for the program ended. These
programs were successful in enabling families with children and people of color to move
to housing located in predominantly white, and low poverty areas. OCR continues to
operate the Metropolitan Housing Opportunity Counseling Program (MetroList) which
works to expand housing choice by providing low and moderate-income persons with
housing counseling and rental listings for affordable housing located throughout the
Boston metropolitan area. Finally, a new state law was enacted in 2009 that created new
tools to preserve publicly assisted housing, including a DHCD right of first refusal to
purchase a property facing an expiring use, tenant protections including notice and
limitations on rent increases, a safeguards to protect the future affordability of properties
subject to the law.

State-Assisted Housing

1997 Al was also concerned that changes to affirmative action regulations for state public
housing administered by DHCD would reverse previous attempts to desegregate state
funded public housing. It also identified an absence of DHCD policies that promoted
housing choice for minority and low-income families in assisted housing developed with
DHCD resources in suburban communities.

The 2007 Al for DHCD’s programs and activities indicated an over-representation of
racial and ethnic minorities in state public housing in communities with high minority
populations, and an under-representation of minorities in local housing authorities where
there were lower than average populations of minorities. In 2008, DHCD adopted
affirmative fair housing marketing requirements broadly applicable to all activities
receiving any funding for housing from DHCD or any quasi-public state agency.

Private Housing

The 1997 Al identified multiple barriers to fair housing choice in the private housing
market, including: (1) landlords who refused to rent to families with children because of
the presence of lead-based paint; (2) discrimination in the informal brokering of access to
rental units; (3) transportation barriers that impeded access to rental units in suburban
communities; (4) isolation and lack of coordination among fair housing advocates in the
metropolitan area; and (5) a lack of fair housing knowledge among real estate
professionals.

The City’s Department of Neighborhood Development (DND) has continued strong
programs funding lead paint removal in residential dwellings. Over the more than 10
years since adoption of the 1997 Al, OCR, working with others, has engaged in
numerous fair housing education and outreach activities in the private and public sectors.
These activities are dependent on federal funding. Questions remain about whether
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sufficient resources will be available to continue the City’s successful efforts in reducing
lead paint hazards.

Lending

Debate over the nature and extent of mortgage discrimination — long a concern in Boston
— had been rekindled in the mid-1990s when a series of high profile studies, including
one by the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, showed substantially higher denial rates for
black and Hispanic mortgage applicants than for whites, even after controlling for
differences in wealth, credit histories, and loan-to-value ratios. In response to these
findings, many of Boston’s largest lenders, in partnership with housing advocates and
government and quasi-government agencies, developed programs to bolster lending in
previously underserved communities. The 1997 Al acknowledged that such initiatives
represented significant progress, but cited ongoing discrimination in the mortgage market
against racial and ethnic minorities as a significant fair housing problem. While
borrowers of color continue to face disproportionately high levels of loan denials,
concerns about lending practices have shifted since 1997, first to predatory lending
targeted at minority communities, and subsequently to the wave of foreclosures affecting
those same neighborhoods. These issues, discussed elsewhere in this Al, remain major
fair housing concerns.

Homeowners Insurance

The 1997 Al applauded the 1996 enactment of the so-called “state homeowners insurance
redlining legislation” that would provide a basis for monitoring underwriting practices by
insurance companies. Concerns remained about the refusal of carriers to write policies in
neighborhoods predominated by people of color — and by the higher premiums imposed
on homeowners in those areas — and MAHA and other advocates have continued to
monitor the practices of insurance carriers.

Housing for People with Disabilities

The previous Al noted that people with disabilities faced an array of impediments to fair
housing choice, including: (1) a lack of accessible housing; (2) limitations on access to
state-assisted public housing for elders and non-elders with disabilities; (3) community
opposition to siting housing for people with disabilities in residential neighborhoods; and
(4) zoning provisions that impede development housing that serves people with
disabilities.

Those challenges remain, and OCR continues to advocate for the housing needs of people
with disabilities and for continued state support for the Affordable Housing Voucher
Program, which provides replacement vouchers to non-elderly people with disabilities
affected by the occupancy limitations enacted by the legislature in mixed population
housing. A memorandum of understanding between the City and State has promoted
better understanding about siting issues, and includes guidance for facilitating creation of
community-based housing like halfway houses and group residences.
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Prejudice and Bias

The 1997 Al identified a wide range of issues concerning prejudice and bias in the
housing: (1) a need for enhancing fair housing enforcement; (2) inadequate understanding
of the extent and scope of discrimination in the Boston housing market; (3) a poor image
of the community as a diverse, welcoming place to live; (4) a lack of broad commitment
to fair housing by community leaders; (5) the presence of hate-based violence, especially
in federally-assisted housing; and (6) a lack of community awareness about fair housing
rights. The continuing prevalence of discrimination is discussed later in the Al

Process for Developing the Al

HUD requires that the Analysis of Impediments be shaped by a diversity of views,
reflective of the community. In preparing this updated Al, the Office of Civil Rights
convened a broadly representative advisory committee. The committee met nine times
over period of eleven months, and heard presentations on housing market trends; the
current high volume of foreclosures and its effect on neighborhoods of color; housing for
people with disabilities; zoning, land use, and transportation and their impact on housing
and other opportunities for protected groups; the Kirwan Institute’s opportunity mapping
for Massachusetts; and trends in fair housing enforcement. The Advisory Committee was
also deeply involved in identifying impediments and action steps. Public hearings on the
City’s Annual Action Plan, part of HUD’s Consolidated Planning process, provided
further opportunity for public input on fair housing conditions. The draft Al was made
available for public comment in April 2010.
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I1. Fair Housing Demographics in Boston and the Region

A variety of demographic indicators were evaluated to gauge the nature and extent of
impediments to fair housing opportunity, both in Boston and in the larger metropolitan
area. These include socio-economic indicators such as family type, income and poverty;
immigrant status and linguistic isolation; access to employment, education,
transportation, and healthcare; and housing conditions, tenure and cost burdens.
Highlights of that data analysis are presented in this section, as are the findings of several
relevant studies prepared by others. More detailed tables and the bibliography of studies
utilized in the preparation of the Al can be found in Appendix D. This section provides
the economic and demographic context for the following discussion of housing
opportunity and impediments to fair housing choice.

The Geography of the Analysis of Impediments

The Analysis of Impediments examines the City of Boston at two levels: its 157 census
tracts — the smallest geographic unit at which demographic, economic and lending data
are readily available — and the sixteen Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) planning
districts. (See Map 2-1.) Consistent with guidance provided by HUD in its Fair
Housing Planning Guide, the Al also examines fair housing conditions in the larger
metropolitan housing market to understand whether there are barriers that impede
housing choice throughout the region. The Boston/Cambridge/Quincy, MA-NH
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) consists of five counties in Massachusetts and two
in New Hampshire. The Al defines the regional housing market as all 147 Massachusetts
cities and towns in the MSA. These communities — the entirety of Essex, Middlesex,
Norfolk, Plymouth, and Suffolk Counties — are listed in Appendix B and depicted on
Map 2-2.

While most census data at the tract and neighborhood level are not available beyond
2000, there is considerable information on economic and demographic changes since that
time at the county and municipal level. In addition, there is a wealth of housing market
data available at the neighborhood level from which we can develop a current snapshot of
conditions in the city and region that affect fair housing.

Racial and Ethnic Characteristics of Boston Residents and
Neighborhoods

Boston is a diverse city, with a population equally divided between minority and non-
minority households.  Table 2-1, which provides a snapshot of Boston’s shifting
population profile, documents its growing diversity.
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Table 2-1 Boston’s Population by Race/Ethnicity, 1980 - 2006/2008

Total

Population Black White Hispanic Asian Other*
1980 562,994 122,203| 382,123 36,068 16,127 6,473
Race/ethnic group as % of total population 21.7% 67.9% 6.4% 2.9% 1.1%
1990( 574,283| 136,887| 338,734 61,955 29,640 7,067
Race/ethnic group as % of total population 23.8% 59.0% 10.8% 5.2% 1.2%
% change in population 1980-1990 2.0% 12.0% -11.4% 71.8% 83.8% 9.2%
2000 589,141 140,305| 291,561 85,089 44,280 27,906
Race/ethnic group as % of total population 23.8% 49.5% 14.4% 7.5% 4.7%
% change in population 1990-2000 2.6% 2.5% -13.9% 37.3% 49.4% | 294.9%
2006/8| 613,086 133,161| 310,156 98,417 49,859 21,493
Race/ethnic group as % of total population 21.7% 50.6% 16.1% 8.1% 3.5%
% change in population 2000-2006/8 4.1% -5.1% 6.4% 15.7% 12.6% -23.0%

* Census definitions and options for respondents to question of race/ethnicity changed in 2000. In particular,
"other" category is not comparable to 1990 and 1980

Source: U.S. Decennial Census, 1980-2000; American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates, 2006-2008

The city’s overall diversity masks the degree to which the predominant racial and ethnic
groups are segregated from one other, a condition that is most evident among white and
black households. The U.S. Census Bureau uses five dimensions of population
distribution to measure racial and ethnic segregation, three of which are discussed in this
section of the AI: the concentration of racial and ethnic groups in the City’s
neighborhood planning districts, as defined in Boston’s Consolidated Plan; the evenness
with which racial and ethnic groups are spread out across the City; and the level of
isolation among groups.

The City’s Consolidated Plan defines an area of racial and ethnic concentration as a
census tract in which the percentage of a particular racial or ethnic group exceeds the
citywide average for that group by 10 percent or more. Table 2-2 shows the total
population of Boston, the population of each racial and ethnic group, the percentages of
population for each racial and ethnic group, and the concentration threshold for each

group.

Table 2-2 Race and Ethnicity of Boston
Racial or Ethnic Boston Boston Boston Concentration
Group Population (2000) Percent (2000) Percent (1990) Threshold (2000)

White* 291,561 49.5% 59.0% 59.5%
Black * 140,305 23.8% 23.8% 33.8%
Hispanic 85,089 14.4% 10.8% 24.4%
Asian or Pacific Islander* 44,280 7.5% 5.2% 17.5%
American Indian * 1,517 0.3% 0.3% 10.3%
Other * 8,215 1.4% 1.0% 11.4%
Two or more races * 18,174 3.1% -- 13.1%
Total Population 589,141 100.0% 100.0%

* Non-Hispanic
Source: City of Boston Consolidated Plan, July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2013
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Table 2.3 shows the level of racial concentration in each of Boston’s sixteen planning
districts as of the 2000 Census. It also depicts the total number and percentage of each
racial group that live in concentrated neighborhoods. White families exceed the
Consolidated Plan’s concentration thresholds in seven of the City’s sixteen neighborhood
planning districts (Charlestown, South Boston, the Central Planning District, Back Bay-
Beacon Hill, Fenway-Kenmore, Allston-Brighton, and West Roxbury), and 60 percent of
all white households live in those neighborhoods. Almost 80 percent of all black families
live in just four black-concentrated neighborhoods (Roxbury, Dorchester, Mattapan, and
Hyde Park). There are two areas that exceed the Consolidated Plan concentration
threshold for Hispanics; East Boston and Jamaica Plain, and one area, the Central
Planning district, that exceeds the threshold for Asians. Neither Hispanics nor Asians,
however, are as deeply separated from other groups as whites or blacks. Only one-third
of the City’s Hispanics live in the two Hispanic concentrated neighborhoods, and only
one-eighth of Boston’s Asian population lives in the one Asian concentrated area.

Table 2-3 Race and Ethnicity of Boston’s Census Tracts
BRA 2000
Planning District Total Black White Hispanic Asian Other
Allston/Brighton 69,648 4.5% 68.7% 9.1% 13.7% 4.0%
Back Bay/Beacon Hill 26,721 3.0% 84.8% 4.1% 6.0% 2.1%
Central 25173 4.1% 69.6% 3.7% 20.9% 1.7%
Charlestown 15,195 3.5% 78.6% 11.6% 5.0% 1.3%
East Boston 38,413 3.1% 49.7% 39.0% 4.0% 4.2%
Fenway/Kenmore 35,602 6.0% 69.5% 7.2% 13.9% 3.5%
Hyde Park 31,598 39.1% 43.1% 12.6% 1.4% 3.7%
Jamaica Plain 38,196 16.7% 49.8% 23.5% 6.5% 3.5%
Mattapan 37,607 77.4% 3.8% 12.5% 0.9% 5.3%
North Dorchester 28,775 24.3% 35.6% 14.2% 13.1% 12.8%
Roslindale 34,618 16.4% 55.8% 19.9% 3.9% 4.0%
Roxbury 42,834 82.7% 6.4% 0.0% 0.7% 10.1%
South Boston 29,965 2.5% 84.5% 7.5% 3.9% 1.6%
South Dorchester 63,340 41.7% 30.0% 10.3% 9.5% 8.5%
South End 28,239 22.7% 45.3% 16.9% 11.8% 3.3%
West Roxbury 28,753 6.0% 83.6% 4.6% 3.8% 2.1%
Total Boston 574,677 24.4% 50.7% 12.4% 7.7% 4.9%

Source: BRA, based on U.S. Decennial Census

Evenness is measured through a dissimilarity index that gauges the percentage of a racial
or ethnic group that would have to move to other areas in order to be evenly distributed
within a geographic area. A dissimilarity index of 60 or higher indicates a high degree of
segregation. In Boston, an examination of dissimilarity measures shows high indices of
segregation between whites and blacks, and blacks and Asians, as Table 2-4 illustrates.
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Table 2-4 Year 2000 Index of Dissimilarity-Boston

Census Tract

Racial and Ethnic Comparator Dissimilarity
White-Black 711
White-Asian 41.1
White-Hispanic 53.3
Black-Asian 70.7
Black-Hispanic 442
Asian-Hispanic 55.8

Source: University of Michigan Populations Studies Center,
Racial Residential Segregation Measurement Project
http://enceladus.icpsr.umich.edu/race/racestart.asp

Racial and ethnic isolation is gauged through an exposure index that measures the extent
to which a racial or ethnic group is exposed to members of the group, and to others. It is
used to understand whether two groups share common residential areas, and therefore
have opportunities for contact. Low exposure indices mean that there is little shared area
and few chances for interaction. Exposure levels for census tracts in Boston produce the
same results as the concentration measure from the Consolidated Plan and the
dissimilarity measure. The highest degree of racial isolation in the city is among whites,
followed by blacks. (See Table 2-5.)

Table 2-5 Year 2000 Exposure Index for Boston Census Tracts
Race White Black Asian Hispanic
White 70.18 9.74 8.13 11.03
Black 20.24 57.11 4.30 17.36
Asian 53.87 13.69 19.18 12.21
Hispanic 37.78 28.62 6.32 26.30

Source: University of Michigan Populations Studies Center,
Racial Residential Segregation Measurement Project
http://enceladus.icpsr.umich.edu/race/racestart.asp

Characteristics of Boston Residents with Disabilities

The Census Bureau defines a disability as a long-lasting physical, mental, or emotional
condition that can make it difficult for a person to do activities such as walking, climbing
stairs, dressing, bathing, learning, or remembering. The census gathers information about
the nature of individual disability for individuals age 5 and older using five categories of
disability: sensory, physical, mental, self-care, and “go-outside-the-home” disability (for
all age groups except for children 5 to 15 years old). For people of working age, the
number of employment disabilities — those lasting six months or more that make it
difficult to work at a job or business — are also reported. Data from both the 2000
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Decennial Census and the 2005-2007 American Community Survey’ were analyzed in
the preparation of this Al

About 120,000 Boston residents over the age of 5 and not living in institutions (21.9% of
the total population) reported having one or more disability in 2000. Table 2-6 presents
the disability status of Boston residents by age group as reported in the 2000 Census.
Among working age residents (21-64), those reporting a disability were 80 percent more

likely than non-disabled residents of the same age to be unemployed.

Table 2-6 Boston Population with Disability and Employment Status
% of
Population
% of T otal # with a with a % of Age
Age Cohort Population* Population | Disability(ies) | Disability(ies) Group
51to 15 years 72,182 13.2% 5,025 4.2% 7.0%
16 to 20 years 50,324 9.2% 8,104 6.7% 16.1%
21 to 64 years 368,831 67.2% 80,856 67.2% 21.9%
% Not Employed 45.8%
% of NON-Disabbled Pop. Not Employed 25.4%
65 to 74 years 30,530 5.6% 11,642 9.7% 38.1%
75 years and over 26,932 4.9% 14,626 12.2% 54.3%
Total 548,799 100.0% 120,253 100.0%

* Civilian non-institutionalized population
Source: U.S. Census 2000

Many individuals have more than one disability, and the Census Bureau also tallied total
reported disabilities. The largest number of reported disabilities in 2000, more than
55,000 (27.6%), involved employment related impairments. Nearly one-quarter of
reported disabilities prevented people from going outside the home. Lesser percentages
of disability involved physical disabilities (18.9%), mental disabilities (13.4%), sensory
disabilities (7.9%), and self-care disabilities (7.5%). For more information, see
Appendix D, Table 1.

Among the non-elderly, black and Latino individuals experienced disproportionately high
rates of disability. Appendix D, Table 2 shows reported categories of disability, by age
and race. Blacks represent 24.9 percent of the city’s population, but 30.5 percent of all
reported disabilities. Similarly Hispanics, who represent 14.5 percent of the city’s
population, constitute a disproportionate 31.8 percent of all reported disabilities. Among
the elderly, only white residents reported incidence of disability greater than their
percentage share of the population: 65.6 percent of reported disabilities compared to 49.4
percent of the total population.

People with disabilities live in all Boston neighborhoods, but five planning districts had
disproportionately high populations of people (age 5 and over) with disabilities in 2000:
East Boston (30.9% compared to 21.9% citywide), Roxbury (28%), Dorchester (25.9%),

3 2005-2007 is the most recent year for which comparable data are available.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice City of Boston
March 24, 2010 Page 22



Mattapan (25.8%), and Hyde Park (24.6%). In each of these neighborhoods, the higher
rate of disability was reflected mainly in the working age population. See Appendix D,
Table 3.

Disability status at the neighborhood level is not available beyond 2000, but it is
available for Boston as a whole and for the balance of the metro area for 2005-2007. In
both in 2000 and in 2005-2007, Boston adults experienced a greater incidence of self-care
disability than did adults in the balance of the metro area. The percentage of city
residents with such disabilities has not changed appreciably since 2000 except among
those aged 75 and over. Their reported rate of self-care disability rose from 17.8 percent
to 19.4 percent. Appendix D, Table 4 provides greater detail.

National Origin and Linguistic Isolation

Boston’s racial and ethnic diversity is reflected in the fact that 29.1 percent of its
residents in 2008 were foreign born (up from 25.8 percent in 2000). Since 1990, the
city’s foreign born population has increased by more than 46 percent, and Boston is now
home to more people from more countries than at any point in its history. Among the
nation’s 25 largest cities, Boston has the fifth highest proportion of foreign born
residents. Its immigrant population comes from more than 100 countries, and this
diversity in nationality is characteristic of all racial and ethnic groups.

For example, in East Boston, whose population in 2000 was 39 percent Hispanic, nearly
42 percent of the residents were foreign born, with the largest representation from El
Salvador, Columbia, and Brazil. Dorchester, Mattapan, and Hyde Park are Black-
concentrated planning districts, with high populations of people from Haiti, Jamaica, the
Dominican Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, and Nigeria. Sixty-five percent of the
immigrants living in Boston resided in areas of racial and ethnic concentration in 2000.
Appendix D, Table 5 shows the number and percent of foreign born population in each
of the planning districts, and the predominant places of origin of the six neighborhoods
with higher than city-wide average percentages of foreign born people.

About 16 percent of Boston’s population was “linguistically isolated” in 2000, that is,
they spoke English less than very well, or they did not speak English at all. Across the
entire city, the languages spoken by people of limited English proficiency were evenly
distributed among Spanish speakers (6.5%), individuals who speak European languages
or languages from the Indian sub-continent (5.3%), and people who speak Asian-Pacific
languages (4%). There were distinct differences, however, in English proficiency among
immigrant groups, with Spanish speakers more likely to be linguistically isolated (69.6%)
than immigrants whose first language is something other than Spanish (58.3%).
Consistent with this finding, East Boston had the highest percentage of linguistically
isolated individuals (36.3%), and most linguistically isolated people in that neighborhood
speak Spanish. The percentages of people with limited English proficiency, and the
neighborhoods where they live, are depicted in Appendix D, Table 6.
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The Metropolitan Context: Racial and Ethnic Concentration and
Separation

Boston is a relatively small central city in a relatively large metropolitan area. The
diversity of the city is not reflected in the larger metro area even though the minority
population has grown more in absolute numbers and at a faster rate since 1980 outside
Boston. The increase in racial and ethnic minorities has been fueled by immigration,
which has brought more than 554,000 foreign born residents to the region since 1980,
three-quarters of whom have settled outside Boston. While the most dramatic increase
has been among Asians and Latinos, by 2006/2008, more blacks also lived outside
Boston than lived in the city. Table 2-7 documents the shifting racial/ethnic profile of
Boston and the balance of the metro area since 1980. Boston’s population, as previously
noted, is split evenly between racial and ethnic minorities and non-Hispanic whites.”
Outside the city, minorities represent less than 20 percent of the population. Forty-four
percent of Boston’s non-white population is black, 33 percent Hispanic, and 17 percent
Asian; by contrast, the minority population in the balance of the region is 22 percent
black, 37 percent Hispanic, and 30 percent Asian.

It is not the size of the region’s minority population, however, that makes Boston one of
the most segregated large metro areas in the country. It is the distribution within the
region of its various racial and ethnic groups. One the most crucial indicators of
segregation in a metropolitan area is the level of white separation from people of color.”
Sixty percent of the Boston region’s black and Latino homeowners, and nearly 70 percent
of renters, live in the five cities where they make up more than 20 percent of the
households (Boston, Chelsea, Lawrence, Lynn, and Brockton). These five cities
represent just 3.7 percent of the region’s landmass. In 101 of the metro area’s 147
municipalities — nearly three-quarters of its landmass — fewer than 2.5 percent of all
households are black or Latino. Even within the City of Boston, a similar pattern is
evident, though to a lesser degree: more than 30 percent of the city’s white homeowners
live in census tracts where fewer than 2.5 percent of their (homeowning) neighbors are
black or Latino.® The relationship of local zoning and land use regulations to the region’s
racial and special divide is explored in Section XIII.

* The 2000 Decennial Census, reported that Boston’s population was 50.6 percent minority (i.e., all
categories except white, non-Hispanic). The 2006-2008 ACS reported a minority population of 49.4
percent. The comparable figures for the entire metro area (including Boston) were 20.8 percent in 2000
and 23.9 percent in 2006-2008. Excluding the city, the comparable figures were 15.6 percent and 19.4
percent.

> These figures are all based on the 2000 Decennial Census.
® Because more renters live in urban areas, they tend to live in more integrated communities than

homeowners do: 23 percent of white renters live in communities where less than 2.5 percent of households
are black or Latino, while nearly 28 percent live in the five cities named above.
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Table 2-7 Boston's Share of 5-County Population by Race/Ethnicity, 1980-2006/2008

Total Black White Hispanic Asian Other

Metro Area

1980| 3,662,832| 166,996| 3,342,015 89,567 44,810 19,444
1990 3,783,817| 213,149]3,250,256| 186,652 114,254 19,506
2000| 4,001,752| 245,369|3,171,489| 277,136 197,099 110,659
2006/8| 4,076,746| 279,008|3,100,885| 346,928| 253,298 96,627

2006/8 Distribution 100.0% 6.8% 76.1% 8.5% 6.2% 2.4%
by Race/Ethnicity
Race/Ethnicity as 28.6% 35.6% 26.0% 9.9%
Share of Minority Pop.
Boston

1980 562,994| 122,203| 382,123 36,068 16,127 6,473

1990 574,283| 136,887| 338,734 61,955 29,640 7,067

2000 589,141 140,305 291,561 85,089 44,280 27,906

2006/8| 613,086| 133,161| 310,156 98,417 49,859 21,493

2006/8 Distribution 100.0% 21.7% 50.6% 16.1% 8.1% 3.5%
by Race/Ethnicity
Race/Ethnicity as 44.0% 32.5% 16.5% 7.1%

Share of Minority Pop.
Balance

1980| 3,099,838 44,793 2,959,892 53,499 28,683 12,971
1990( 3,209,534 76,262( 2,911,522 124,697 84,614 12,439
2000( 3,412,611| 105,064(2,879,928| 192,047| 152,819 82,753
2006/8| 3,463,660| 145,847|2,790,729| 248,511| 203,439 75,134

2006/8 Distribution 100.0% 4.2% 80.6% 7.2% 5.9% 2.2%
by Race/Ethnicity
Race/EthniCity as 21.7% 36.9% 30.2% 11.2%

Share of Minority Pop.
Boston's Share

1980 15.4% 73.2% 11.4% 40.3% 36.0% 33.3%

1990 15.2% 64.2% 10.4% 33.2% 25.9% 36.2%

2000 14.7% 57.2% 9.2% 30.7% 22.5% 25.2%

2006/8 15.0% 47.7% 10.0% 28.4% 19.7% 22.2%

# Population Change 1980 - 2006/2008

Metro 413,914 112,012| -241,130| 257,361 208,488 77,183
Boston 50,092 10,958| -71,967 62,349 33,732 15,020
Balance 363,822 101,054| -169,163| 195,012 174,756 62,163
% Population Change 1980 - 2006/2008

Metro 11.3% 67.1% -7.2%| 287.3%| 465.3%| 397.0%
Boston 8.9% 9.0% -18.8%| 172.9%| 209.2%| 232.0%
Balance 11.7%| 225.6% -5.7%| 364.5%| 609.3%| 479.2%

Source: 1990, 2000 U.S. Decennial Census; 2006-2008 American Community Survey,
Three Year Estimates

In 2004, the Rappaport Institute for Greater Boston released a working paper that
analyzed patterns of racial segregation over a considerably larger area that included
Worcester and Bristol Counties in addition to the five counties reviewed in this analysis.
That study measured isolation and evenness (described previously) as well as the degree
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of clustering.” Clustering measures the extent to which a single racial or ethnic group live
within a discrete, contiguous geography in adjoining neighborhoods, or whether, instead,
they live close to other racial or ethnic groups. Clustering values greater than 1 indicate
that members of a group live closer to members of their group than to all others. All
three segregation measures for the seven county area are depicted in Appendix D, Tables
7 and 8.

7 Boston at the Crossroads, Working Paper #12, Guy Stuart, The Rappaport Institute for Greater Boston,
2004. These data are also based on the 2000 Census.
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III. Housing Market Conditions Affecting Fair Housing

Market conditions are far different today than they were when the last Al was produced.
Much of what transpired between 1996 and 2006, when the Massachusetts housing
market imploded, had a disparate impact on the region’s communities of color. The
volatility in the housing market and racial and ethnic home buying patterns are two trends
that had important fair housing consequences. This section explores the fair housing
legacy of the past decade, organized around these two trends.

Volatility in the Housing Market

When Boston prepared its last Analysis of Impediments, the Massachusetts economy was
growing briskly. Home prices, which had been slow to recover from the 1989-1991
recession, had begun to rise by 1997, and rent levels were escalating as well. Between
1994 and 2000, Boston area rents increased by nearly 75 percent, rising from an average
of $880 per month for a 2-bedroom unit in 1994 to $1,460 by 2000. The median price of
a single family home increased from $149,884 to $260,196 during the same period, and
many lower income communities saw home prices rise at a faster rate than more affluent

areas. 8

When the dot.com bubble burst in 2001, Massachusetts and the nation fell into recession.
Although this recession was not as deep or sustained as that of 1989-91, the state ceded 6
percent of its peak jobs, and income growth stagnated. Rents began to moderate,
although they remained among the highest in the nation. Home prices, on the other hand,
continued to rise. During the previous recession they had fallen by 18 percent; this time,
they continued their upward trajectory, climbing nearly 25 percent between 2001 and
2003 while the region was officially in recession. By the time home prices peaked in the
third quarter of 2005, they had risen by 165 percent over the course of a decade. Figures
3-1 and 3.2 track the movement of rents and home prices metro Boston from 1990
through 2008. The companion Figure 3-3 shows that sales followed a similar pattern,
but peaked a year earlier than prices did in 2004 after having risen 40 percent over the
same period.

¥ According to median effective rents provided by Reis, Inc. and median single family home sales prices,
the Warren Group, Inc.
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Figure 3-1 Median Rents in Metropolitan Boston, 1990-2008
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Figures 3-2 Median Home Prices in Metropolitan Boston, 1990-2008
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In 2006, as the housing market cooled in the face of rising foreclosures, economic
conditions went from bad to worse; by 2007 the nation was again headed into recession.
The National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) marks December 2007 as the
official start of the longest recession since the Great Depression. The NBER economists
believe the recession is now over, though they have yet to officially name its end date.
Even assuming they are correct, the combined impact of subprime lending, high
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unemployment, falling home values and municipal revenues, and concentrated
foreclosures is likely to be felt long after the recovery takes hold.

The Warren Group, publisher of Banker and Tradesman, reported that the median price
of single family homes sold in the five-county Boston metro area in 2009 ($337,412)
was 21 percent below the peak reached in the third quarter of 2005 ($426,867). The
nationally recognized Case Shiller Index reported a similar peak to trough (September
2005-March 2009) drop of 20.1 percent for the Boston metro area. Many other industry
analysts agree that the region’s housing market bottomed out in the first quarter of 2009,
but most note that it is likely to remain depressed for a period of time. Housing price
downturns tend to be protracted, and it typically takes longer for prices to return to their
former peaks than it takes for them to decline from peak to trough. Dating the current
cycle from its September 2005 peak, the recent Greater Boston Housing Report Card’
noted that if the current cycle follows the same path as the previous one, home prices in
the region as a whole would not return to that level until sometime in 2014.

Figure 3-3 Single Family and Condominium Home Sales:
Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk, Plymouth, and Suffolk Counties
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Source: The Warren Group
A closer look at home prices within the City of Boston shows that price volatility has

been greatest in the city’s racially identified neighborhoods of Dorchester, Roxbury,
Mattapan, and East Boston. These four neighborhoods witnessed the greatest percentage

® The Greater Boston Housing Report Card, 2009, Bluestone et al., Dukakis Center for Urban and Regional
Policy, Northeastern University
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price increases between 2000 and 2005, and they have experienced the steepest price
declines since 2005. (See Table 3-1.)

Table 3-1 Change in Median Home Price, Peak to Trough, by Boston Neighborhood
Median Sales Price 1-Family Homes

Rank % Rank %

% % Change | Increase % Change | Decrease

Neighborhood |[Minority| 2000 2005 00-05 | 2000-2005 2009* 05-09 | 2005-2009
East Boston 50.3% | $139,500 $330,000 136.6% 1] $180,000 -45.5% 2
Roxbury 95.2%| $157,500{ $340,000 115.9% 2| $219,500 -35.4% 3
Dorchester 68.2%| $177,500f $366,500 106.5% 3| $266,625 -27.3% 4
Mattapan 96.2%| $165,000f $327,000 98.2% 4]  $173,825 -46.8% 1
Hyde Park 57.0%| $195,000f $356,000 82.6% 5| $259,000 -27.2% 5
Allston” 31.3%| $275,000f $471,500 71.5% 6] $390,000 -17.3% 6
Roslindale 442% | $229,950| $385,000 67.4% 7(  $339,000 -11.9% 11
Brighton” $291,000] $484,500 66.5% 8| $404,500 -16.5% 7
West Roxbury 16.4%| $270,000| $439,375 62.7% 9] $381,000 -13.3% 9
South Boston 15.5%| $253,500| $409,000 61.3% 10| $355,000 -13.2% 10
Jamaica Plain 50.2%| $317,500( $498,000 56.9% 11| $507,000 1.8% 12
Charlestown 21.4%| $434,750( $604,500 39.0% 12| $512,500 -15.2% 8
Downtown 32.9%| $975,000{ $1,351,250 38.6% 13| $1,998,500 47.9% 13

* Through September
731.3% is the minority population for the Allston-Brighton Planning District

Note - Warren Group neighborhood definitions and BRA planning districts are not directly comparable.
Minority population estimates are based on the BRA neighborhood (planning district) definitions. Downtown
neighborhoods include the Central, Back Bay-Beacon Hill, south End, and Fenway-Kenmore Planning
Districts. The Warren Group refers to these neighborhoods as "Boston." The Warren Group publishes sales
data separately for Allston and Brighton.

Source: Sales data, The Warren Group; minority population, 2000 Decennial Census

Homebuying by People of Color

Anyone who bought or refinanced their home at or near the peak of the market is likely to
be “underwater” now, owing more on their mortgage than their home is worth. The
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston has estimated that one in five Massachusetts
homeowners is in such a position. The region’s minority residents and its communities
of color, however, have borne the brunt of the downturn. There are several reasons for
this. Blacks and Latinos were more likely to have purchased, or refinanced, at or near the
peak of the market; they are less likely to have accumulated equity that could provide a
cushion against declining values. They were also more likely to have financed their
property with a high cost, high risk mortgage. And, they were more likely to have
purchased in a community where prices rose most dramatically in the early years of the
decade, but have fallen most sharply since 2005.

Despite the net addition of more than 15,700 black homeowners, 28,300 new Asian
owners, and 20,300 new Hispanic homeowners in metro Boston since 1990, the legacy of
race-associated bias is evident in the racial concentration of minority homeownership, the
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high incidence of subprime lending and, now, the impact of concentrated subprime
foreclosures on the region’s communities of color.

The region’s minority homeowners — particularly black homeowners — remain
geographically concentrated in a handful of communities, the majority-minority
neighborhoods of Boston foremost among them. (See Table 3-2.) Of course, there may
be many reasons for this clustering, including personal choice. However, research on race
and concentrated poverty has shown that blacks and Hispanics are far more likely to live
in high poverty areas than whites with the same incomes. And, while the state has a
growing number of relatively affluent blacks and Hispanics, they have located in
signifilgant numbers in only a handful of suburban communities. Between 2000 and
2006:

= 73.3 percent of black home buying took place in just eight municipalities (Boston,
Brockton, Randolph, Lynn, Lowell, Malden, Milton, and Everett)

= 63.6 percent of Latino home buying took place in just eight municipalities (Boston,
Lawrence, Lynn, Revere, Chelsea, Brockton, Lowell, and Framingham)

= 42.4 percent of Asian home buying took place in just eight municipalities (Boston,
Quincy, Lowell, Newton, Malden, Brookline, Lexington, and Framingham

= The top eight white home buying communities, by contrast, accounted for only 24.5
percent of all white purchases (Boston, Plymouth, Haverhill, Lowell, Quincy,
Newton, Weymouth, and Lynn)

Seven of the top destinations for both black and Latino homebuyers were deemed to be
low or very low opportunity communities by the Kirwan researchers. Within the City of
Boston, the top homebuying neighborhoods for black purchasers are Dorchester,
Roxbury, Mattapan, and Hyde Park; for Latinos, East Boston and Dorchester; for Asians,
Allston-Brighton and Dorchester; and for whites, South Boston and the South End.

Among the studies that have probed the causes of residential segregation in the Boston
metro area is a 2004 report by David Harris and Nancy McArdle, prepared for the Metro
Boston Equity Initiative of the Harvard Civil Rights Project. More than Money: The
Spatial Mismatch Between Where Home-owners of Color in Metro Boston Can Afford to
Live and Where They Actually Reside concluded that the concentrated residence and
homebuying patterns, particularly of blacks and Latinos in the Boston metro area, were
attributable to more than money. The authors found that black and Latino homebuyers
did have lower incomes, on average, than white and Asian buyers but that affordability
alone could not explain persistent patterns of residential segregation. During the period
of their analysis (1999-2001), African Americans and Latinos who could afford to buy in
a wide range of more outlying suburban communities were concentrating in Boston and
certain inner suburbs and satellite cities, often the same places experiencing the largest
declines in white homeowners. Latinos were eight times more likely to buy homes in
Lawrence and Chelsea, and blacks seven times more times likely to buy in Randolph and

' Data are from the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act loan application registers, provided by Jim Campen,
author of Changing Patterns, a series of annual reports on mortgage lending commissioned by the
Massachusetts Community and Banking Council.
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five times more likely to buy in Brockton than mere affordability would suggest. By
contrast, the number of black and Latino homebuyers was less than half what the authors
had expected based on their purchasing power in 80 percent of the region’s cities and
towns.

Harris and McArdle recommended several steps to address these persistent patterns of
segregation, beginning with a concerted effort that focused both on removing any
remnants of discriminatory practices, and on finding ways to attract and retain
populations of color in communities they could afford but from which they are absent.

Table 3-2 Top Homebuying Markets by Race/Ethnicity in Metro Boston, 2000-2006#

Rank Asian* Black* White * Latino Total
1|Boston 12.3%|Boston 32.1% Boston 10.9%|Boston 15.8% |Boston 12.7%
2[Quincy 8.5% |Brockton 19.3% | Plymouth 2.3%|Law rence 15.6%|Brockton 2.6%
3|Lowell 6.6% | Randolph 7.0% | Haverhil 2.1%|Lynn 10.5%|Low ell 2.4%
4|New ton 3.5%|Lynn 4.8%|Lowell 2.0%|Revere 5.5%|Lynn 2.4%
5|Malden 3.4%|Lowell 4.1%|Quincy 1.9%|Chelsea 4.6% | Quincy 21%
6(Brookline 2.9%|Malden 2.5%|New ton 1.8%|Brockton 4.1%|Haverhill 2.0%
7|Lexington 2.7% Milton 1.8% | Weymouth 1.7%|Low ell 3.8% | Plymouth 1.9%
8|Framingham 2.6%|Everett 1.7%|Lynn 1.7%|Framingham 3.5%|New ton 1.8%
9|Acton 2.4% | Stoughton 1.5%|Cambridge 1.6%|Everett 3.3% | Framingham 1.7%

10{Randolph 2.4%|Law rence 1.5% | Brockton 1.6% |Haverhill 2.7% | Cambridge 1.7%
11|Lynn 1.9%|Medford 1.4%|Framingham 1.6% |Methuen 2.7%|Law rence 1.5%
12|Chelmsford 1.8%|Quincy 1.1%| Brookline 1.4%|Malden 2.2% | Weymouth 1.5%
13| Framingham 1.8% | Framingham 1.0%|Salem 1.3% |Marlborough 2.0%|Brookline 1.5%
14|Somerville 1.6%|Haverhill 0.9% | Methuen 1.2%|Somerville 1.3% | Methuen 1.3%
15|Andover 1.6%|Cambridge 0.9% | Somerville 1.2%|Salem 1.1%|Somerville 1.3%

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data, provided by Jim Campen

Less obvious, but equally important to understanding residential segregation, are the
attitudes and preferences whites and people of color have about living near each other.
Tara Jackson’s report, The Imprint of Preferences and Racial Attitudes in the 1990s: A
Window into Contemporary Residential Segregation Patterns in the Greater Boston
Area, concluded that a significant share of metro Boston residents of all races held
positive attitudes about increasing levels of integration, but noted that comfort levels
about the ideal degree of integration vary. The majority of whites, she noted, felt most
comfortable with integration in its earliest stages, well below the 50-50 mix that blacks
and Latinos preferred. Also, while a substantial share of people of color report that they
would be willing to be the first to pioneer integration of all-white neighborhoods, most
would not, citing perceived discrimination from white homeowners as a key reason
behind their willingness to live in segregated communities.
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IV. Housing and Structures of Opportunity

Fair housing choice protects the ability of a family to choose to live in a location
outside an area of poverty, in healthy environmental conditions, and in safe
neighborhoods, with access to good schools. Conditions of racial isolation create
impediments to housing choices in these areas of high opportunity.

Social science research has long supported the finding that neighborhood conditions play
a critical role in enabling or impeding personal advancement, even for the most motivated
individuals.""  The recent Kirwan study underscored this finding, but concluded that
access to important building blocks of opportunity in greater Boston, and Massachusetts
in general, was not equal. The study also found that isolation from opportunity was more
pronounced for people living in low-income communities, especially communities of
color. Because Boston’s racially concentrated neighborhoods are the areas with the
highest rates of disability, conditions of isolation also affect people with disabilities. This
section looks at some of the issues arising as the result of, or exacerbated by, racial
isolation.

Poverty

Research on race and concentrated poverty has shown that blacks and Hispanics, in
particular, are far more likely to live in high poverty areas than whites with the same
incomes. A 2003" study noted that while there are many poor white families in
Massachusetts, they do not live in the communities where poor blacks and Hispanics live,
for the most part. And, while the state has a growing number of relatively affluent blacks
and Hispanics, they have located in significant numbers in only a handful of suburban
communities. The study’s authors observed that high poverty neighborhoods often offer
weaker opportunities than non-poverty neighborhoods in a number of respects, including
access to better services, schools, safety, and increasing property values, the primary
source of family wealth. Within Boston, one of the most diverse municipalities in the
metro region, racial separation is indicative of poverty. Three planning districts with
overall minority populations that exceed the Consolidated Plan’s concentration threshold
have poverty rates that exceed the citywide rate of 19.5 percent: Roxbury (27.1%), North
Dorchester (20.8%), and Mattapan (22.3%). These are neighborhoods where the median
income is less than the citywide median and near, at, or below the very-low income
threshold for the metropolitan area.

Two white-concentrated planning districts, Fenway-Kenmore and Allston-Brighton, also
have high rates of poverty and low median incomes, but both have high percentages of
college students and non-family households, indicating the presence of large numbers of

" The Geography of Opportunity: Building Communities of Opportunity in Massachusetts, Kirwan Institute
for the Study of Race and Ethnicity, The Ohio State University, January 2009.

12 Beyond Poverty: Race and Concentrated-Poverty Neighborhoods in Metro Boston, McArdle, Nancy et
al., The Civil Rights Project, Harvard University, December 2003.
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transient households. Two other neighborhoods, the racially balanced South End and
Jamaica Plain, have higher than average poverty rates, but also have median incomes that
exceed the Boston median. Both these planning districts include a large inventory of
public and subsidized housing — more than 7,000 units in the South End and more than
3,600 in Jamaica Plain — that are home to some of the city’s poorest residents. Among
the districts’ homeowners, however, are some of the city’s most affluent residents. Intra-
neighborhood segregation explains the wealth gap represented by the high rates of
poverty coexisting with high median incomes. The side-by-side comparison of median
family income by race and ethnicity in these neighborhoods, included in Table 9,
Appendix D, underscores the racial dimension of the wealth gap. Also depicted in Table
10, Appendix D is detailed information about the relationship of income, poverty, and
segregation in Boston’s sixteen planning districts.

The impact of poverty is perhaps greatest on families with children, and Boston’s
minority children are far more likely to be living in poverty than are its white children.
There is also a high correlation between single parent households and the higher
incidence of poverty among blacks and Latinos, as Table 4-1 illustrates.

Table 4-1 Children Living in Poverty by Race/Ethnicity and Family Type

% of Children Living
in Poverty

Share of families
with Children < 18
that live in Poverty

Single Mothers with
Children < 18 as %
of All Families

% of Single Mothers
with Children < 18
that Live in Poverty

White (non Hispanic) 9.7% 7.2% 22.2% 20.0%
Black 24.3% 30.5% 63.6% 42.7%
Asian 27.7% 27.5% 25.7% 25.7%
Hispanic 35.0% 37.8% 60.9% 54.3%

Source: 2000 Decennial Census

Health and Safety

Boston’s black and Latino residents experience higher levels of chronic disease,
mortality, and poorer health outcomes than white residents, and the Boston Public Health
Commission has attributed these inequities to a combination of factors, including
residential segregation. The Commission’s Health of Boston 2009 report suggests that
individuals at greater risk of not accessing the health care they need include low-income
residents, people with physical and mental disabilities, those whose primary language is
not English, the uninsured and underinsured, recent immigrants, and certain racial and
ethnic groups, specifically blacks and Latinos.

Violence is another critical public health issue Boston’s communities of color. Health of
Boston 2009 reports that violence continues to disproportionately impact males, certain
age and racial/ethnic groups, and neighborhoods. In 2007, the nonfatal assault-related
gunshot and stabbing victim rate in Boston for black residents was 11 times the rate for
white residents. Blacks represent the overwhelming majority of the city’s homicide
victims, accounting for 80 percent of all resident homicides in 2007. And, a higher
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percentage of black students reported being threatened or injured with weapons at school
than their white counterparts.

North Dorchester and Roxbury residents experienced nonfatal gunshot and stabbing
injuries at more than twice the citywide rate in 2007. The rates for Mattapan, South
Dorchester, and the South End were also higher than for Boston overall. With the
exception of the South End, these neighborhoods also had the highest homicide rates.
Preliminary 2008 data from the Boston Police Department indicates that Area B
(Roxbury, Mission Hill, Mattapan, and parts of Dorchester) had the highest percentage of
reported rapes, robbery and attempted robbery, and aggravated assault.

Education

The Boston Public Schools serve a diverse body of 57,000 students, 86 percent of whom
are racial or ethnic minorities. The Boston Foundation’s Indicators Project reports that
about 18 percent of the students are English Language Learners. Roughly 20 percent are
enrolled in some type of special education program, and 71 percent are eligible for free-
or reduced-price meals in school. One-quarter of the city’s 77,000 school-aged children
do not attend Boston public schools. More than 4,000 of these students attend the 21
state-chartered Charter schools in Boston; 3,000 attend suburban METCO schools; and
12,000 attend private or parochial schools.

The City’s school assignment policies are complex. Under current procedures, only half
of the seats in a school are reserved for children who walk there from within a “walk
zone.” Even accounting for the complexities of school assignment, there is a strong
correlation between low school performance and racial isolation. The Boston Public
Schools recently identified fourteen elementary, middle, and high schools within a
“Circle of Promise” as low performing settings in need of targeted resources. Ten of the
fourteen schools are located in planning districts identified in the Consolidated Plan as
racially concentrated; four in Dorchester, four in Roxbury, one in East Boston, and one in
Hyde Park.

Public Transportation and Jobs

Among the nation’s large metro areas Boston is one of the most centralized, with a
relatively high 28 percent of its jobs in and around the downtown. A 2009 Brookings
Institute report ranked Boston fifth in share of jobs in the urban core, although
employment opportunities here — as in most major metro areas — have continued to
decentralize over time."® The region also boasts one of the nation’s most extensive public
transit systems. The city’s communities of color, however, have been among the least
adequately served. Residents of racially concentrated sections of Roxbury, Dorchester,
Mattapan and Hyde Park face among the longest commuting times, despite their relative
proximity to employment centers.

1% «“Job Sprawl Revisited: The Changing Geography of Metropolitan Employment,” Elizabeth Kneebone,
April 2009.
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A comparison of commuting times, modes of transportation, and job location for
residents living in census tracts where more than 90 percent of the residents were
minority (in 2000) versus census tracts where fewer than 10 percent of the residents were
minority revealed the following:

= More than 15 percent of workers in the high minority census tracts had commutes of
greater than one hour compared to less than 5 percent of those in the predominantly
non-minority tracts;

= Two thirds of those with hour+ commutes from minority areas travelled by public
transportation compared to just 40 percent of those from the non-minority areas; and

= In total, just 2 percent of workers from the non-minority tracts had one hour+
commutes by public transit to get to work compared to 10 percent of workers from
the high minority tracts.

Table 11, Appendix D provides detailed commuting patterns by racial composition of
the neighborhood.

Transportation that is readily available to racially isolated neighborhoods affects access
to employment by people of color. An earlier Brookings Institution study of metropolitan
area job sprawl (2005) and its effect on blacks ranked Boston sixteenth among the largest
48 metropolitan areas. The City’s mismatch between blacks and jobs, at 60 percent, was
the tenth highest among these areas: more than 60 percent of Boston area black workers
would have to move in order to live within 5 miles of employment. Although efforts like
the Commonwealth Corporation’s Regional Workforce Strategies Initiative are focused
on the creation and retention of jobs, little or no effort is directed towards the combined
effect of racial segregation, job sprawl, and isolation from work.

Addressing the Effects of Racial Isolation

Boston has not disregarded these disparities, and the City’s efforts create an opportunity
to link fair housing considerations with opportunity factors that are affected by the places
people live. The City’s network of neighborhood health centers have significantly
reduced disparities in access to health care across Boston’s neighborhoods. The Mayor’s
Task Force Blueprint 2005 Plan to Eliminate Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Health
made a series of recommendations aimed at fostering neighborhood investment, jobs, and
economic security intended to promote greater economic opportunity in some of the
City’s most disinvested areas. The Boston Public Health Commission has worked to
implement the recommendations, and their efforts are one area where a fair housing
collaboration can be useful. The Department of Neighborhood Development’s Lead Safe
Boston program is credited with substantially reducing the incidence of reports of
elevated blood lead levels among the City’s children. The program is dependent on
federal funds, so its future is always uncertain.

A number of violence prevention strategies have been developed over time including the
creation of coalitions of religious and community leaders; efforts to improve
communication and relationships between the police and the communities; the creation of
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neighborhood crime watch programs; establishing after school programs and other places
for youth to safely “hang out,” the incorporation of conflict resolution programs into
school curricula; gun buy- back programs; and increased presence of police in high-crime
areas. New violence prevention strategies continue to be developed and implemented,
especially those that target youth and younger adults.

Recent efforts to revise school assignment practices to improve equity and access were
not adopted by the School Committee; however, efforts remain active to identify
strategies to promote greater choice and access to high performing schools. The Circle of
Promise schools are to the be site of an initiative that will bring together faith-based
groups, businesses, and non-profit organizations to provide support to the schools, the
children who attend them, and the families that send their young ones there. In the
meantime, budget cuts in the Metco program impede the ability to offer Boston’s
children of color educational opportunities in suburban locations. Protecting and
supporting these are initiatives are a matter of fair housing, as well as educational equity.

Public transit improvements are also under development, including along the Fairmont
Indigo line. This renovation of an old MBTA line running from South Station through
nine miles of heavily populated and historically underserved sections of Dorchester and
Mattapan to Hyde Park, has begun with the rehabilitation of bridges, tracks, signal
systems and stations. Local community development corporations in the area are creating
a pipeline of 1,500 housing units, 780,000 square feet of commercial space and 1,365
jobs — many of them green through a new Green Jobs Center — as well as plans for a 6-
mile network of open spaces. While the transit improvements have funding identified,
the feasibility of the broader revitalization efforts will depend on a robust economic
recovery.

Housing and Structures of Opportunity
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediment Action Step
As noted by the Mayor’s Task Force 1. Establish partnership between OCR
Blueprint Plan to Eliminate Racial and and Boston Public Health Commission
Ethnic Disparities in Health, racial to bring a fair housing voice to the
isolation in Boston can affect health due implementation of the recommendation
to poor housing, environmental, and seeking a review of practices of City
public safety conditions. departments to improve health

conditions in neighborhoods of color.

2. Work with BPHC to seek funding to
expand current neighborhood capacity
building efforts to address poor
housing conditions, and public safety
concerns in housing.
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Housing and Structures of Opportunity
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediment

Action Step

Residential patterns of racial separation in
the City impede access to higher quality
schools.

1. Establish partnership with Boston
Public Schools to advocate to restore
state funding for City schools.

2. Work with BPS to implement school

improvement strategies in
neighborhoods of color.

3. Work with BPS to revive discussions

about changes to school assignment
policies to improve school choice for
children in neighborhoods of color.

Patterns of racial segregation in the
metropolitan area impede access by
people of color to low poverty areas with
high performing schools, jobs, good
housing conditions, and healthy living
environments.

1. Establish partnership with state
Department of Housing and
Community Development to
implement recommendations in
Affirmative Fair Housing Policy to
promote the development of affordable
housing in opportunity locations.

Efforts to promote access to high quality
suburban schools for children living in
racially identified neighborhoods are
undermined by funding cuts in the Metco
program, which places children of color in
suburban schools.

1. Advocate to restore funding cuts to
Metco program, and to increase
funding in future years to address a
lengthy program waiting list.

Regional planning for employment by the
Commonwealth Corporation and for
transportation by the Boston Region
Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) do not address a mismatch
between the places in Boston where
workers of color reside, and the locations
of jobs.

1. Encourage Commonwealth
Corporation’s Regional Workforce
Strategies Initiative to conduct research
into any mismatch between workers in
segregated neighborhoods and jobs.

2. Encourage Commonwealth

Corporation to incorporate strategies to
enhance job opportunity for workers in
segregated neighborhoods as part of the
Regional Workforce Strategies
Initiative.
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Housing and Structures of Opportunity
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediment Action Step

3. Advocate with the MPO to study and
make recommendations to address any
current mismatch between workers of
color and the location of jobs.
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V. Housing Needs Among Protected Classes

Lack of Housing Affordability and Poor Housing Conditions disproportionately affect
households of color.

Since 1990, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the U.S.
Census Bureau have prepared special tabulations of census data to assist local
governments in the Consolidated Planning process. These so-called CHAS -
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy — data are also a factor in HUD’s funding
allocation formulas. The CHAS data provide counts of the number of households that fit
certain combinations of HUD-specified criteria such as housing needs, HUD-defined
income limits (primarily 30, 50, and 80 percent of median income) and household types
of particular interest to planners and policy-makers. This section discusses the housing
needs of Boston households based on the 2000 CHAS data, focusing in particular on
disparities between the needs of protected classes and other households.

Housing needs are documented by tenure for the following income categories:

= extremely low-income (ELI) — households earning <=30% of area median income
(AMD);

= very low-income (VLI) — households earning >30% to <=50% of AMI

= Jow-income (LI) — households earning >50% to <=80% of AMI; and

= households earning >80% of AMI

Housing Needs by Household Size and Type

The 2000 CHAS data support the findings of previous research on the incidence of
hardship for households by tenure, size and type:

= The lower a household’s income, the more likely it is to experience affordability
and/or other housing problems.

= Nearly two thirds of extremely low-income renters in Boston experienced housing
problems, as did over 80 percent of very low-income renters.

= The situation is most acute for large, low-income families. Eighty-three percent of
extremely low-income large families (which are likely to be families with children)
and more than three quarters of those with very low-incomes experienced housing
problems.

= Increasingly low-income homeowners are also experiencing hardship. Over 77
percent of the lowest income owners have problems as do 64 percent of the very low
and 54 percent of all other low-income owners (i.e., those earning between 51-80
percent area median income).

' In the fall of 2009, HUD released an update to the CHAS files, based on the 2005-2007 American
Community Survey (ACS). The new data are not directly comparable to the earlier files, however, and
HUD cautions against drawing conclusions based on a comparison of 2005-2007 to 2000 or 1990. Still,
since the same housing problems, income categories, and household types are used, a side-by-side
comparison may reveal directional trends.
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See Table 12, Appendix D for detailed spreadsheet. A 2008 study commissioned by the
Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development replicated the
CHAS analysis on a regional basis and confirmed that housing affordability has
continued to erode since 2000.

Housing Needs of People of Color

Housing problems do not impact racial and ethnic groups equally, as Table 5-1 and its
companion Figure 5-1 illustrate. Table 5-1 shows that among extremely low income
renters and homeowners, all racial/ethnic categories experience housing problems at
roughly the same high rate: 65-71 percent for renters and 78-85 percent for owners. At
the very low income level significant variation among homeowners appears, with blacks
and Hispanics experiencing a substantially higher incidence of problems than white non
Hispanics (53% versus 83 and 90% respectively). Among very low income renters,
Asians experienced the greatest disparity.

All racial and ethnic groups experience proportionately fewer housing problems as they
move up the economic ladder, but people of color — both renters and homeowners —
continue to report problems at a substantially higher rate than their white counterparts.
Figure 5-1 turns Table 5-1 into an index to facilitate a comparison of housing problems,
by race, income and ethnicity.

Table 5-1 Housing Problems by Race
Housing Problems by Race
Renters - % with Any Housing Problems Homeowners - % with Any Housing Problems
White Black White Black
Non Non Non Non
Income | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic [ Asian Total Income | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic [ Asian Total
ELI 65.4% 67.3% 71.0% 65.7% 66.6%|ELI 81.0% 78.0% 83.0% 84.8% 81.0%
VLI 62.6% 66.1% 65.7% 80.4% 64.3% (VLI 52.5% 79.9% 83.5% 73.9% 54.6%
LI 34.5% 39.0% 38.6% 58.6% 36.2%|LI 41.5% 65.4% 65.8% 67.0% 43.5%
Above 80% 8.2% 13.5% 25.3% 24.2% 10.3% (Above 80% 12.0% 21.4% 22.6% 21.9% 12.6%
Total 34.9% 46.5% 55.0% 49.3% 38.9%| Total 23.2% 38.8% 40.9% 34.3% 24.3%

Source: 2000 CHAS Tables, based on the 2000 Decennial Census
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Figure 5-1 A Comparison of Housing Problems by Race and Ethnicity

Renter Housing Problems by Race Compared to White
Non-Hispanic Renters
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Owner Housing Problems by Race Compared to White Owners
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Source: 2000 CHAS Tables, based on the 2000 Decennial Census

Another indication of disparate impact of housing problems on minority families is
evident in the detailed waitlist DHCD maintains for the housing voucher programs it
administers. This list provides information on the number and type of households in need
of housing. Summarized in Table 5-2, DHCD’s February 2008 wait list showed that
there were more than 57,400 people awaiting housing at that time, an increase of more
than 18 percent over four years. Families with children constitute nearly two thirds of the
wait list, and almost one third have a family member with a disability have a family
member. Hispanic and white households represent the largest racial/ethnic group on this
statewide list. (The BHA wait list is discussed further in the section of the Al addressing
fair housing impediments in assisted housing; black and Latino families represent the
largest groups seeking housing on the BHA wait list as well.)
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Table 5-2 Housing Needs of Families on Section 8 Statewide Waiting List
FY 2004 FY 2008 Annual Plan Change
Share of Share of
Category Number Total** Number Total** # %

Waiting List Total 48,537 100.0% 57,448 100.0% 8,911 18.4%)
Extremely low income 41,896 88.5% 51,803 90.1% 9,907 23.6%
Verylow income 4,949 10.5% 4,798 8.3% -151 -3.1%
Low income 504 1.1% 579 1.0% 75 14.9%
Families with children 33,534 66.4% 37,688 65.6% 4,154 12.4%
Elderly families 1,986 3.9% 2,472 4.3% 486 24.5%
Families with disabilities 14,977 29.7% 17,914 31.2% 2,937 19.6%
White* 11,756 32.7% 20,493 35.6% 8,737 74.3%
Black* 6,915 19.2% 12,622 22.0% 5,707 82.5%
Hispanic, all races 16,375 45.6% 20,636 35.9% 4,261 26.0%
Asian* 886 2.5% 1,168 2.0% 282 31.8%
Other/Unspecified 12,605 2,529 4.4% -10,076 -79.9%

* Non-Hispanic

** % of those where category (race, income, ethnicity, household type) is known

NOTE: Applicants may specify more than one race. FY2007 Plan by race and ethnicity doesn't add to total.
Source: Commonwealth of Massachusetts Housing Choice Voucher Program Public Housing Plan, FY08
data are from 2/20/08Assessing Regional Needs

Housing Need and Allocation of Affordable Housing Resources

The Boston Tenant Coalition has argued that in light of these dynamics, more of Boston’s
housing production resources — including HOME, CDBG, and inclusionary zoning units
— should be targeted to the City’s lowest income families. They point out that federal
housing resources in particular are distributed based on median income levels measured
on a metropolitan and not City-wide basis. This method of establishing eligibility for
housing assistance has the potential for diverting resources away from the most housing
needy families because Boston’s median income is substantially lower than that of the
region: $51,849 based on the 2006 to 2008 American Community Survey compared to
$68,488 in the metropolitan area as calculated by HUD for 2009. As a result, under
federal standards, a low-income family with an income at 80 percent of metropolitan area
media income will qualify for low-income targeted units in Boston with an income of
$54,790, an amount that exceeds the median income for the City.

According to other commenters, a shift to a Boston median income measure as a means
of targeting housing resources would require greater commitments of capital and
operating subsidy in assisted housing in order to bring rents within an affordable range.
They point to a lack of resources sufficient to achieve this goal, and note that in the
absence of additional assistance, a shift to an alternative method for measuring income
eligibility would impose higher development costs on the construction of housing, and
lead to fewer affordable units. They also suggest that a shift to a reduced income
standard would reduce the City’s ability to produce mixed income housing.
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Resolving these questions requires the sustained commitment of multiple stakeholders to
reaching a consensus on the proper balance between meeting the needs of the most
housing needy households, and addressing questions of development feasibility.

Disproportionate Housing Needs

Impediment

Action Step

The City’s Consolidated Plan recognizes
that the median income of Boston
residents is lower than the media income
for the region. Using Boston median
income as the eligibility standard in the
City’s housing programs would target
resources at the lower income families,
but might also impose higher development
costs, and reduce the ability to develop
mixed-income communities.

1. City departments should examine
current policies for setting eligibility
standards in Boston’s housing
programs, and evaluate strategies to
balance the needs of the City’s lowest
income families against considerations
of cost and the creation of stable mixed
income developments.

Housing resources available to the City
are inadequate to provide capital subsidies
sufficient to serve the lowest income
families in units without operating
assistance.

1. Advocate with DHCD for the provision
of state housing assistance to provide
additional capital assistance to units
targeted at the lowest income families.

2. Continue and expand on collaborations

between City housing agencies and
non-City agencies with housing
resources in order to leverage a greater
number of units serving the lowest
income households.
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VI. Housing for People with Disabilities

The Supreme Court decision in Olmstead v. L.C. requires that people with disabilities
(including people with significant disabilities) have the opportunity to receive
supportive services in the most integrated setting appropriate for their individual needs.
Accessible housing is an essential component of this mandate.

Housing Needs of People with Disabilities in Boston

The 2000 CHAS data are also the source of information on housing problems and cost
burdens for households that include a member with mobility or self-care disabilities. The
data for Boston, depicted in Appendix D, Table 13 and Table 14 indicate that both 50
percent of renter and 40.6 percent of owner households that include member(s) with
disabilities experience either high cost burdens, substandard living conditions, or both.
The incidence of housing problems among households with mobility and self-care
impairments increases as family income decreases. Among renter households with
disabilities, 59.7 percent of families with incomes below 30 percent of area median
income experience housing problems, compared to 16.5 percent or renters with
disabilities whose incomes are greater than 80 percent of AMI. The profile for owner
households with disabilities is similar, although housing burdens are far greater: 78.2
percent of owner households with disabilities whose incomes are below 30 percent of
AMI experience housing problems, compared to 40.6 percent of those households with
incomes above 80 percent of AMI.

Among renter households with disabled member(s) the non-elderly, in most income
categories, experience housing needs a somewhat greater rate: 52.3 percent overall for
non-elder families, compared to 47.2 percent for elderly (age 62-75) households and 46.4
percent for “extra-elderly” households (age 75 or older). For owner households with
disabilities, the situation is mixed. Elderly owners experience the highest rate of housing
problems, 46.2 percent, followed by non-elderly households at 41.2 percent, and extra-
elderly households at 36 percent. Overall, the rate of housing problems experienced by
households with disabilities is slightly higher than the rate among all Boston households
(50 percent compared to 45.2 percent among renters and 40.6 percent compared to 34
percent among owner households). However, in lower income categories, the rate of
housing problems is higher for households without people with disabilities.

Olmstead and the Housing Needs of People with Significant Disabilities

Like people of color, people with disabilities are the victims of segregation. Historically,
people with disabilities, especially people with significant disabilities lived in
institutional settings like hospitals, state schools, and nursing homes, or quasi-
institutional settings like community residences and halfway houses, where they were
segregated with other people within a specific category of disability, such as mental
illnesses, physical disabilities, and developmental disabilities like mental retardation.
These settings are not the same as housing opportunities typically available to people
who are not people with disabilities. They are usually group settings where individuals
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do not control their living space or select the people they live with. They are places
generally not subject to landlord-tenant laws, and many times individuals may be evicted
without notice or cause. Often, an individual with disabilities must give up control over
decisions about medical treatment as a condition of occupancy.

The enactment of Section 504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act and the Americans with
Disabilities Act, and the Supreme Court decision in Olmstead v. L.C. all established the
principle that people with disabilities should receive benefits, services, and housing in the
most integrated setting appropriate to their individual needs. Despite the imperative of
disability rights laws, nearly 7,500 Boston people with disabilities continue to live in
segregated institutional and quasi-institutional places. More than half of these individuals
live in nursing homes, while 22.5% living in long term chronic care or hospital settings.
Another 25% of people in disability segregated situations live in halfway houses and
group homes.

There are important initiatives underway, aimed at addressing the housing needs of
people with significant disabilities improperly housed in institutions or at risk of
institutionalization. ~ At the state level, the Community Development Economic
Assistance Corporation (CEDAC) administers the Facilities Consolidation Fund (FCF),
targeted at consumers or services from the Departments of Mental Health and Mental
Retardation, and a Community Based Housing (CBH) program for consumers of services
from the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission. Both the BHA and DHCD utilize
Project-Based Housing Choice Vouchers to subsidize the operation of permanent
supportive housing, often targeted at people with significant disabilities. Despite these
resources, challenges remain. Federal Systems Transformation Grant funds supporting
planning to meet the needs of people with disabilities in community-based settings ended
in 2009 without a concrete housing plan. ~ And deep budget cuts to social services
programs linked to supportive housing initiatives threaten the ability of people with
disabilities to receive the community-based services they desire to live independently in
the community.

Accessible Housing Needs

Not all of the more than 50,000 Bostonians with mobility and sensory disabilities require
accessible housing. However, there are fewer accessible units in the entire metropolitan
area than the number needed to serve just one-fifth of these individuals.

MGL Chapter 151B requires owners of accessible dwelling units to register the units with
a central listing service known as MassAccess. The registry is maintained by the
nonprofit Citizens Housing and Planning Association (CHAPA). When an accessible
unit is available for leasing, the landlord must notify MassAccess of the vacancy and
must rent the unit to a qualified individual with disabilities needing the features of the
unit.

At the end of 2009, MassAccess listed 8,950 accessible units in the five-county
metropolitan area. Some 3,882 (43.4%) of these units were located in Boston, while
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5,068 (56.6%) were located elsewhere in the region. In Boston, nearly 90 percent of the
accessible units are subsidized, leaving just 10 percent available to individuals with
disabilities who are not eligible for assisted housing. There is somewhat more balance in
the remainder of the metropolitan area, where over 75 percent of the accessible units are
subsidized and 25 percent are rented at market rates. Appendix D, Table 15 details the
size and type of units registered with MassAccess by within the City of Boston by
Planning District; Appendix D, Table 16 provides the same information, by type of
community, based on Kirwan area rank — high opportunity, moderate opportunity, etc. —
for the balance of the metro area. Discussed in the Section XIII is the fact that nearly half
of the accessible units in the communities designated as high opportunity by the Kirwan
researchers, and 42 percent of those in high opportunity areas, were permitted under the
state’s comprehensive permit statute, Chapter 40B.

Tenants with disabilities living in rental apartments can benefit from several programs
that pay for modifications to existing housing. The Massachusetts Home Modification
Loan program is targeted at owners of rental properties with 10 or more units, and makes
loans secured by the buildings for accessibility modifications. MassHousing administers
a similar loan program with deferred repayment obligations to help owners of rental
housing assisted with state and federal funds to comply with Section 504 of the 1973
Rehabilitation Act and the ADA. However, there are no comparable resources for
tenants in private market housing with less than 10 units who, under Chapter 151B, are
required to make accessibility modifications at their own expense.

Beyond the problem of the shortage of accessible units are complexities in the standards
that govern construction of accessible housing, including issues of the scoping standards
that determine whether and when for-sale and rental housing must be made accessible,
and the fechnical standards that impose architectural and design requirements for specific
elements (e.g. the number of accessible entrances, the turning radius for wheelchair use in
various rooms, and similar criteria). Title VIII and Chapter 151B require that all housing
units constructed for occupancy after March 1991 comply with technical and scoping
standards under HUD’s Fair Housing Act Accessibility Guidelines (FHAAG), or codes
deemed by HUD to be substantially the same as the FHAAG, such as versions of the
International Building Code (IBC).

Under Chapter 22 of the Massachusetts General Laws, the Architectural Access Board
(MAAB) maintains a separate set of technical and scoping standards that are incorporated
into the State Building Code and apply to housing constructed in the Commonwealth.
Local building inspectors are responsible for assuring that new housing in Massachusetts
is constructed compliant with the building code, including the MAAB rules. A recent
study completed by CHAPA identified 48 areas where MAAB rules offered lesser levels
of accessibility to people with disabilities than available under the FHAAG, and over 100
areas where the MAAB rules exceed federal accessibility standards.

Although it is permissible for state fair housing laws to impose requirements that are
greater than federal non-discrimination standards, the lesser levels of accessibility in
MAAB rules could jeopardize the substantial equivalency determination that allows
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MCAD and the BFHC to enforce Title VIII. The differences in architectural access
requirements also create practical problems in the construction of housing because local
building inspectors may be approving plans that do not comply with Title VIII, resulting
in inaccessible housing and potential owner liability. At this writing, a committee
convened by CHAPA is considering possible legislative changes to Chapter 22 to ensure
that technical and scoping standards for architectural access in Massachusetts are equal to
or better than federal standards.

Housing for People with Disabilities

Impediment

Action Step

The Commonwealth lacks a comprehensive
plan to develop integrated, community-
based, permanent supportive housing for
people with significant disabilities to
enable them to live outside of institutional
settings and quasi-institutional settings, as
required by the ADA. Federal funding that
could support this planning as part of
planning to carry out this planning is
ending

. Advocate for funding to continue

ADA planning; establish a working
group at the state level to create a
comprehensive community-based
housing plan for people with
disabilities in institutions or at risk of
institutionalization.

. Urge DHCD to adopt a set-aside of

units in general occupancy LIHTC
developments for non-elderly people
with disabilities, and to adopt best
practices from other states in its QAP
to facilitate the development of
integrated housing for people with
disabilities.

. Support DHCD effort to amend

relevant statutes to allow for-profit
entities to participate in CBH and
FCF programs.

The BHA and DHCD utilize Project-Based
Housing Choice Vouchers to create
permanent supportive housing for people
with disabilities, but budget cuts undermine
access to supportive services by tenants.

. Advocate for the restoration of budget

cuts to programs that provide
supportive services to people with
disabilities in community-based
settings.

A significant number of technical and
scoping standards used by the
Massachusetts Architectural Access Board
provide a lesser level of housing
accessibility for people with disabilities

. Advocate for amendments to MAAB

rules or state law to ensure that
Massachusetts dwelling units are
constructed under standards that are
either substantial equivalent to federal
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Housing for People with Disabilities

Impediment Action Step
than required by federal law. Because law or provide a greater level of
MAAB rules are incorporated into the state accessibility.

building code, many units are built that do
not comply with federal accessibility
standards.

Programs that fund structural modifications | 1. Advocate for the changes to the Home

in dwelling units occupied by tenants, Modification Loan Program and
including the Home Modification Loan similar programs, to make funds
Program, are targeted at owners of available for grant and loan programs
properties with 10 or more units, who, to pay for structural modifications in
under Chapter 151B, must make reasonable small properties.

modifications at the owner’s expense.
Insufficient funds are available to tenants in
properties in less than 10 units, where the
obligation to pay for modifications is
imposed on the resident.
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VII. Discrimination in Mortgage Lending, Predatory Lending,
and Foreclosures

The combined effect of discrimination in mortgage lending, predatory lending
practices targeted at people and neighborhoods of color, and the resulting wave of
Joreclosures deprive households of color equal access to homeownership.

By the end of 1990s the mortgage industry, which had evolved slowly over the preceding
50 years, was in the midst of a dramatic transformation. A number of factors contributed
to the revolution in mortgage finance: deregulation of the banking industry; increasing
use of automated underwriting; credit scoring and risk-based pricing; lender
consolidation and specialization; the development of new, high-risk products; the
increasing role of mortgage brokers; and an expanded and sophisticated secondary
market with an appetite for high yielding investment opportunities. Changes in the way
applications were generated, evaluated and funded brought new players, products and
practices into the marketplace. With these changes came new concerns and new abuses,
yet the regulatory framework for ensuring the fair, safe and efficient operation of the
mortgage markets remained largely as it had been when the market was dominated by
federal and state regulated depository institutions.

Subprime lending had previously been confined to the home equity and refinance
markets, where the predatory practices of some lenders had already become a major
concern. But by 2003, subprime loans constituted a larger share of home purchase loans
than of refinancings. New mortgage products and a delivery system that rewarded
quantity over quality enabled many — including those with poor or non-existent credit — to
buy homes, or to borrow against the equity they had accumulated in their existing homes.

Targeting Traditionally Underserved Borrowers

By 2006, subprime loans accounted for nearly 22 percent of the home purchase loans and
28 percent of refinance loans made in Boston. Traditionally underserved markets — low-
income census tracts and minority borrowers — were aggressively targeted by many
subprime lenders. In Mattapan, for example, more than 54 percent of home purchase
loans and nearly 45 percent of the refinance loans in 2006 were considered subprime, or
high-APR (high annual percentage rate loans, or HALs) loans. The corresponding
figures for South Boston, by comparison, were 16 and 18 percent. Table 17, Appendix
D illustrates how subprime lenders came to dominate the lending in low and moderate
income tracts and to minority homebuyers.

The increased access to credit by previously underserved consumers and communities
contributed to record high levels of homeownership among minorities and low-income
groups. The gains, however, came largely as the result of subprime lending by
organizations operating outside the scrutiny of the established bank regulatory system.
Research continues to show that borrower race and neighborhood racial composition
affect access to prime credit, and this remains a fair housing concern. Several studies,
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including one conducted by Fannie Mae, have concluded that many borrowers were
steered to high-cost, high-risk subprime loans even though their credit should have
qualified them for a conventional prime rate product. Table 7-1 illustrates the monthly
and annual cost premium a subprime borrower incurs.

Table 7-1 Cost of a $300,000 30-Year Fixed Rate Mortgage at Selected Interest Rates
Addl monthly | Addl annual cost
cost over prime- | over prime-rate
Type Interest Rate Monthly Payment rate loan loan
Prime loan 6.00% $1,799
Minimum-rate HAL 7.75% $2,149 $350 $4,200
Median-rate HAL 9.41% $2,503 $704 $8,448

Source: Borrowing Trouble VI, James Campen, Massachusetts Community and Banking Council

A Based on home purchase loans granted as reported under the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)

* Does not include Hispanic or Latino members of the race; other includes American Indian and Alaskan
Native, Hawaiian and Pacific Islander, other, and -- for 2000 -- persons who identified themselves as more
than one race. Studies indicate that white Hispanics frequently identify as other.

The Impact of Concentrated Foreclosures on Communities of Color

The concentration of subprime lending in communities of color in the early part of the
decade led to the widespread foreclosures those communities are now experiencing. Not
only are recent gains in ownership being jeopardized, but the stability of entire
neighborhoods is at stake. Based on an analysis of homeownership experiences in
Massachusetts between 1989 and 2007, economists at the Federal Reserve Bank of
Boston'” found that ownerships that began with a subprime purchase mortgage ended up
in foreclosure almost 20 percent of the time, more than 6 times as often as those that
began with prime purchase mortgages. Subprime lending, they concluded, had created a
class of homeowners who were particularly sensitive to declining house price
appreciation. The Fed researchers reported that approximately 30 percent of the 2006
and 2007 foreclosures statewide could be traced to owners who used a subprime
mortgage to purchase their home. Existing homeowners had been another easy target for
subprime lenders, and almost 44 percent of the foreclosures were of homeowners whose
last mortgage was originated by a subprime lender. '°

Boston exemplifies the Fed findings. Four of the City’s five racially identified planning
districts — Dorchester, Roxbury, Mattapan, and East Boston — were among the five

'* Federal Reserve Bank of Boston Working Paper 7-15, “Subprime Outcomes: Risky Mortgages,
Homeownership Experiences, and Foreclosures,” by Kristopher Gerardi, Adam Hale Shapiro, and Paul S.
Willen

1% Ibid.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
March 24, 2010

City of Boston
Page 51



districts with the highest proportions of subprime loans (high annual percentage rate
loans, or HALs), both for home purchase and refinancing. Hyde Park, the other racially
identified neighborhood, ranked sixth after the predominantly white Allston-Brighton.
Dorchester, Roxbury, Mattapan, Hyde Park, and East Boston accounted for 81 percent of
all foreclosure deeds in the City, and 55.6 percent of all foreclosure petitions in the City
in 2008. They have now experienced the greatest percentage drop in home value in the
City. These trends are depicted in Appendix D, Table 17.

The loss of a home to foreclosure can trigger a series of setbacks for the owner.
Damaged credit is likely to make obtaining financing in the future unlikely, or at least
more expensive. The forfeiting of appreciated home value substantially reduces a family
ability to accumulate wealth for such future needs and aspirations as business startup,
education, retirement, or intergenerational transfer of wealth.

Concentrated foreclosures often precipitate neighborhood decline and a reduction in
property values. Declining property values create fiscal problems for municipalities.
Rising foreclosures often turn owner-occupants into renters, put existing tenants at risk of
eviction, and increase the pool of tenants seeking low cost rentals. In 2008, for the first
time since 2005, the number of renters in Boston and the metro area increased while the
number of homeowners remained relatively flat.

Continuing Discrimination in Conventional Lending

Minority families and communities of color received a disproportionate share of the most
expensive and dangerous types of loans during the heyday of the subprime market.
Federal Reserve researchers, using data from 2004 through 2008, reported that higher-
rate mortgages were disproportionately distributed to borrowers of color. Nationally in
2006, nearly 54 percent of black and 47 percent of Hispanic borrowers receiving
conventional loans for single family properties obtained a higher-rate mortgage compared
to less than 18 percent of non-Hispanic white borrowers.'’ Despite these continuing
conditions of discrimination, there are positive signs.

The crisis caused by discrimination in conventional mortgages, subprime lending, and
foreclosures has not gone unaddressed. By 2008, none of the largest subprime lenders
from 2004-2006 was still operating in the Commonwealth. Massachusetts banks and
credit unions made nearly 40 percent of all conventional home purchase loans in Boston
in 2008, their highest market share since 1998. They also directed a substantially greater
share of their total loans as prime loans to traditionally underserved borrowers and
neighborhoods than did other types of lenders. The state’s new Mortgage Lender
Community Investment (MLCI) regulation, imposes CRA-like responsibilities on
licensed mortgage lenders. Finalized in September 2008, the first MLCI performance

" Demographic data on those facing foreclosure is not available because the public agencies that track
foreclosures do not collect or report borrower race/ethnicity, but it is widely believed that black and Latino
families have been disproportionately impacted. Risky loan products, especially subprime products, have
been shown to be more likely to default; minorities, who were disproportionately sold those products, are
thus disproportionately bearing the brunt of this foreclosure crisis.
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evaluations published in October 2009. Eleven of the top thirty lending institutions in the
state, including four of the top ten, consisted entirely or partially of licensed mortgage

lenders.

Boston is the recipient of nearly $18 million in Neighborhood Stabilization

Program funds, which is targeted at the racially identified neighborhoods in the City
hardest hit by foreclosure and abandonment. More recent federal efforts are aimed at
home loan modification programs intended to keep under water homeowners in their
homes. Despite this progress, more can be accomplished to enforce fair lending laws,
enforce laws that prohibit predatory lending, and prevent foreclosures before they occur.

Discrimination in Mortgage Lending
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediment

Action

The lag in purchases between members of
protected classes and other home buyers,
and the disproportionate denial of
mortgage credit affecting homebuyers of
color indicate continuing levels of housing
discrimination in the real estate and
lending industries.

1. Establish a comprehensive fair housing
and fair lending testing and
enforcement program and initiate
enforcement actions.

2. Establish a research project using

HMDA data to identify lenders with
high rates of loan denials involving
members of protected classes and
utilize the Community Reinvestment
Act to influence lender conduct.

Subprime lending is concentrated in
neighborhoods in Boston predominated by
people of color. These same
neighborhoods are the areas with the
highest rates of foreclosure.

1. Incorporate enforcement of new federal
laws regulating subprime lending into
the comprehensive fair housing and
fair lending testing and enforcement
program.

2. Continue targeted use of NSP funds to

stabilize racially identified
neighborhoods.

3. Expand resources for foreclosure
counseling.

There is little information about the
effectiveness of loan modification

1. Gather data on loan modification
programs available to households in
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Discrimination in Mortgage Lending
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediment Action
programs for households facing Boston, examine the number of
foreclosure. modifications that stabilize families in

their homes and prevent foreclosure,
and determine if loan modifications are
available on an equal basis to
homeowners of color and other
protected classes.
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VIII. Assisted Housing: the Region’s Safety Net

Significant numbers of people within protected classes either need or reside in housing
with local, state, or federal assistance. The locational characteristics of assisted
housing affects access to opportunity.

A recent housing market study described the state’s public and subsidized housing
inventory as the safety net for its most vulnerable low-income residents. Massachusetts,
and the City of Boston in particular, have been national leaders in providing the resources
to create and maintain that safety net, which has become an increasingly important
affordable housing resource as the supply of low cost unsubsidized units has declined.
Nearly 22 percent of the state’s rental stock is subsidized (public housing plus other
privately owned, publicly assisted housing), almost twice the national average. In the
City of Boston, more than 30 percent of all rental units are publicly subsidized. In
addition, 12 percent of renters receive tenant-based vouchers, bringing to 43 percent the
share of all tenants in the city who receive some form of assistance with their housing
expenses. (See Figure 8-1.)

Figure 8-1 Public Assistance for Rental Housing, Boston, Massachusetts and U.S.
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According to the July 2009 state subsidized housing inventory (SHI, or “40B” list), 19.4
percent of Boston’s year round housing qualifies as subsidized. This compares with an
average of 8.7 percent for the balance of the 5-county Boston metro area. Thirty-four of
the 147 metro area municipalities have now met or exceeded the Chapter 40B goal of 10
percent subsidized housing, although many of these have achieved that milestone by
qualifying large mixed use rental properties where just 20-25 percent of the units are
reserved for low income occupancy or by qualifying income eligible homeowners who
made repairs to their property under a federal or state program, such as the Community
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Development Block Grant. Map 8-1 shows the distribution of Chapter 40-B subsidized
housing units within the Boston metropolitan area.

Map 8-1 Subsidized Housing in Metro Boston
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Publicly Assisted Housing in the Boston Metro Area

Data from HUD, the BHA and DHCD were analyzed to create a comprehensive profile
of households currently receiving housing assistance in the Boston metro area and those
still in need of it. The BHA was able to provide detailed information on its waitlist as
well as on residents currently being served. The establishment of a statewide data
collection system had been a recommendation of the 1997 Al, and in 2006 legislation
was enacted that directed DHCD to implement such a system. In 2008, the second year
of reporting, DHCD was able to report race, ethnicity, age, household size, presence and
age of children, income level, unit size, and whether a unit was accessible for mobility
impairments, among other information, on some 150,000 units statewide, including
vouchers.'®

Boston represents over 27 percent of the units that “count” on the Subsidized Housing
Inventory, but its share of the units that are reserved for occupancy by — and are made
available to — low and very low income tenants is greater. Table 8.1 estimates that 46,496
of the City’s SHI rental units are income restricted to households earning no more than
80 percent of the area median income ($52,950 for a two-person, or $66,150 for a 4-
person, household), lifting Boston’s share of the metro area’s affordable inventory rises
to nearly 36 percent.

Table 8-1 Publicly Assisted Housing, Boston v Balance of Metro
% of Balance
in Low &
Very Low
Opportunity*
Type of Housing Boston Boston Share| Balance Areas Total
Total public housing and privately owned, publicy-
subsidized rental units restricted to low income
occupancy 46,496 35.8% 28,405 33.1% 129,788
Public housing only: 13,840 25.2% 41,187 29.1% 55,027
State Public Housing 2,554 8.2% 28,405 20.8% 30,959
Federal Public Housing 11,286 46.9% 12,782 47.6% 24,068
Other Housing Assistance 19,935 31.8% 42,811 35.6%) 62,746
Tenant subsidies (MRVP and S.8) 17,543 34.2% 33,751 41.3% 51,294
DMH 511 31.6% 1,108 20.9% 1,619
DMR 505 10.0% 4537 16.8% 5,042
Homeowner units (deed and income restricted) 1,376 28.7% 3,415 8.8% 4,791

Source: Authors analysis of DHCD Subsidized Housing Inventory

' The state data collection system does not include some 50,000 federal Housing Choice Vouchers that are
administered by local housing authorities or nearly 30,000 federally funded public housing units.
Information on these units can be accessed through HUD’s Resident Characteristics Reports. While the
state data and data from HUD’s Resident Characteristics Reports are not entirely consistent they do provide
a snapshot of who is being assisted, and where, under the various state and federal programs.
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Moreover, the City provides nearly half of the region’s federal public housing units —
those most likely to include 3 or more bedrooms as Table 5-1 indicates. This table
presents the type of housing assistance provided in Boston and the balance of the metro
area.

As the companion Table 8-2 illustrates, Boston also provides substantially more housing
for individuals and families of color than do the other communities in the metro area, a
trend that holds true across subsidy programs.

Table 8-2 Race of Residents in Public & Subsidized Housing, Boston v. Balance of Metro

State Family Public State Elderly Public Privately Owned Publicly
Tenancy Federal Public Housing Housing Housing Subsidized Housing
Boston Balance Boston Balance Boston Balance Boston Balance
Minority 82.0% 43.1% 89.3% 12.1% 62.4% 12.1% 59.4% 28.6%
White non-Hispanic 18.0% 56.9% 10.7% 87.9% 37.6% 87.9% 40.6% 71.4%

Source: Authors analysis of BHA and DHCD data and HUD Resident Characteristics Reports

Publicly Assisted Housing Remains Highly Concentrated

While Boston provides the lion’s share of publicly assisted housing resources within the
metro area, and indeed the state, its resources remain highly concentrated in low income,
minority census tracts as Table 8-3 documents. Of all public and subsidized family
rental housing units in the city, 18.6 percent are located in extremely low income census
tracts — those with a median family income of less than 30 percent of the area median
income (AMI); 12.8 percent are located in census tracts with a minority population that
exceeds 50 percent; and 9.4 percent were in census tracts that became relatively poorer
between 1990 and 2000. Another 40.7 percent of family units are located in very low
income census tracts (those with median family income between 30-50 percent of AMI);
38.6 percent of these are in minority majority census tracts; and 13.2 percent are in areas
of declining income. The other categories of subsidized housing follow a similar pattern.
It is important to remember that in many census tracts, the public and assisted units
comprise the majority of the housing units in the neighborhood. To the extent the
development is predominantly minority or extremely low income, the entire tract will be
so classified.

The situation outside of Boston is similar: one third of the public/subsidized rental
inventory — including 48 percent of federal public housing units — are located in
communities considered low or very low opportunity by the Kirwan study; 41 percent of
tenant vouchers are used in such communities.
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Table 8-3 Location of Boston's Publicly Assisted Housing by Neighborhood Income
and Racial Characteristics

Census Tract Income Level, Minority Concentration] 40B (SHI MIXED

(2000) Elig) Units | FAMILY | ELDERLY DISABLED | Fam Eld |[SRO UNITS
Total Extremely Low Income (< 30%) 16.5% 18.6% 10.8% 18.5% 14.4% 6.0%
ELI, Min Pop <25% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
ELI, Min Pop 25-50% 4.5% 5.9% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
ELI, Min Pop 50-75% 5.2% 6.8% 0.6% 11.0% 0.0% 0.0%
ELI, Min Pop >75% 6.8% 6.0% 8.3% 7.5% 14.4% 6.0%
Changes in Tract Income/Race Category 1990-2000
Rising Incom e 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
D eclining Incom e 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rising M inority Pop 7.2% 9.4% 2.9% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%
D eclining M ino rity Pop 1.4% 1.3% 0.6% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Total Very Low Income (30-50%) 37.3% 40.7% 28.4% 25.9% 62.3% 17.0%
VLI, Min Pop <25% 1.7% 0.0% 6.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
VLI, Min Pop 25-50% 2.5% 2.1% 3.9% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0%
VLI, Min Pop 50-75% 8.9% 10.5% 5.8% 4.9% 0.0% 6.4%
VLI, Min Pop >75% 24.2% 28.1% 12.0% 19.1% 62.3% 10.7%
Changes in Tract Income/Race Category 1990-2000
*Declining Income 12.3% 11.6% 10.8% 10.3% 62.3% 4.3%
D eclining M ino rity Pop 0.9% 0.5% 2.2% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Declining Incom e, Rising Minority Pop 1.9% 1.6% 2.7% 1.7% 0.0% 2.3%
Total Low Income (50-80%) 31.6% 30.6% 34.9% 42.6% 0.0% 39.8%
LI, Min Pop < 25% 2.4% 1.4% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LI, Min Pop 25-50 % 11.4% 11.0% 11.1% 23.8% 0.0% 29.6%
LI, Min Pop 50-75% 10.5% 10.6% 10.7% 12.3% 0.0% 5.7%
LI, Min Pop >75% 7.3% 7.6% 7.2% 6.5% 0.0% 4.5%
Changes in Tract Income/Race Category 1990-2000
Rising Incom e 3.9% 3.3% 5.4% 9.4% 0.0% 0.0%
D eclining Incom e 1.3% 0.7% 1.5% 12.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Rising M inority Pop 8.7% 8.5% 10.3% 3.3% 0.0% 10.5%
Declining Incom e, Rising Minority Pop 0.7% 0.5% 1.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0%
Rising Incom e, Rising M inority Pop 0.3% 0.0% 0.9% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 80-100% of AMI 7.2% 3.9% 15.5% 4.0% 23.2% 11.5%
80-100%, <25% M in Pop 3.3% 1.5% 6.9% 1.8% 23.2% 0.0%
80-100%, 25-50% Min Pop 4.0% 2.4% 8.5% 2.2% 0.0% 11.5%
Changes in Tract Income/Race Category 1990-2000
Rising Incom e, Rising M inority Pop 0.2% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Declining Incom e, Rising Minority Pop 0.4% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rising M inority Pop 2.8% 1.6% 6.1% 1.8% 0.0% 11.5%
Rising Incom e 0.6% 0.4% 1.3% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 100-140% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 8.9% 0.0% 3.7%
100-140%, Min Pop <25% 2.9% 3.5% 2.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%
100-140%, Min Pop 25-50% 2.1% 1.5% 2.9% 8.4% 0.0% 3.7%
Changes in Tract Income/Race Category 1990-2000
Rising Incom e 2.4% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
D eclining Incom e 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Rising M inority Pop 1.4% 1.1% 1.2% 8.4% 0.0% 3.7%
Declining Incom e, Rising Minority Pop 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rising Incom e, Rising M inority Pop 0.7% 0.4% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100-140% Units as % of Boston Renter Units 8.3%
Total 100-140% Units as % of Total Boston U nits 5.8%
Total Over140% 2.4% 1.2% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 22.0%
Over 140%, Min Pop <25% 2.0% 0.8% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 12.1%
Over140%, Min Pop 25-50% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.9%
Changes in Tract Income/Race Category 1990-2000
Rising Incom e 0.6% 0.3% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total 46,496 32,048 11,639 1,435 887 487
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* Most of the tracts that were deemed declining income between 1990-2000 were upgraded again by the FFIEC by 2009.

** Some of these units may be market rate housing.
Source: City of Boston SHI (40B) inventory geocoded and provided by the BRA Research Department. Census tract

income and minority status, and changes between 1990-2000 from the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council
(FFIEC).

Who Lives in Boston Public Housing?

Table 8-4 provides a snapshot of the population served by the Boston Housing
Authority’s inventory of public housing units

Table 8-4 A Snapshot of Boston’s Public Housing Tenants
Non Elderly Elderly TOTAL
Household
Size # % # % # %
1 2,525 35.1% 2,952 75.6% 5477 49.4%
2 1,639 22.8% 740 18.9% 2,379 21.4%
3 1,470 20.5% 118 3.0% 1,588 14.3%
4 960 13.4% 58 1.5% 1,018 9.2%
5 379 5.3% 24 0.6% 403 3.6%
6 and over 212 3.0% 15 0.4% 227 2.0%
Total 7,185 100.0% 3,907 100.0% 11,092 100.0%
# BRs # % # % # %
0 389 5.4% 677 17.3% 1,066 9.6%
1 1,893 26.3% 2,269 58.1% 4,162 37.5%
2 2,612 36.4% 633 16.2% 3,245 29.3%
3 1,774 24.7% 246 6.3% 2,020 18.2%
4 434 6.0% 65 1.7% 499 4.5%
5 72 1.0% 13 0.3% 85 0.8%
6 and over 11 0.2% 4 0.1% 15 0.1%
Total 7,185 94.6% 3,907 82.7% 11,092 90.4%
Race/

Ethnicity # % # % # %
Hispanic 3,198 44.5% 785 20.1% 3,983 35.9%
Asian 473 6.6% 476 12.2% 949 8.6%
Black 2,335 32.5% 1,308 33.5% 3,643 32.8%
White 1,140 15.9% 1,322 33.8% 2,462 22.2%
Al Other 39 0.5% 16 0.4% 55 0.5%
Total 7,185 100.0% 3,907 100.0% 11,092 100.0%

Source: Boston Housing Authority

Elderly residents occupy 3,907 BHA units, and more than three-quarters of them live
alone. Over half (51.7%) are disabled or live with a family member who is disabled.
Whites (33.8%) and blacks (33.5%) represent the largest racial/ethnic groups in the city’s
elderly public housing inventory, followed by Hispanics (20.1%) and Asian (12.2%)

There is some evidence of “over-housing” as Table 8-5 illustrates.
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Table 8-5 Possible Over-Housing in BHA Public Housing

Elderly Family Total Definition
9 12 21|</= 4 people in 5+ BR unit
29 93 122(1,2 or 3 people in 4BR unit
139 300 439]1 or 2 people in 3BR unit
337 281 618|1 person in 2BR unit
514 686 1,200| Total

Source: Boston Housing Authority

Boston also has 7,185 public housing units occupied by non-elderly householders, and
35.1 percent of them live alone. Two-thirds of the single person, non-elderly households
have a disability. Nearly 23 percent of the non-elderly public housing units are occupied
by two-person households; of these, almost one third include a disabled member(s). As
evidenced in Table 5-4, there appears to be even more “over-housing” in the non-elderly
inventory. The racial/ethnic breakdown of the city’s non-elderly public housing
inventory is as follows: 44.5 percent Hispanic, 32.5 percent black, 15.9 percent white,
and 6.6 percent Asian. Overall 41.3 percent of the non-elderly households have one or
more members with a disability. The incidence of disability varies considerably across
racial groups, with Asians reporting the lowest incidence (28.3 percent) and whites
reporting the highest (67.4 percent).

Who is Served by Rent Vouchers?

Over thirty percent of the non-elderly tenants using BHA-administered vouchers to rent
homes in Boston are single person households, and nearly 23 percent are two-person
households. Just over three percent are being used by large families with six or more
members, while six percent are five-member households.

Table 8-6 A Snapshot of Boston Tenants with BHA Voucher Holders
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Non Hderly Elderly TOTAL
Household

Size # % # % # %
1 2,652 30.1% 1,390 71.4% 3,942 37.8%
2 1,946 22.9% 413 21.2% 2,359 22.6%
3 1,987 23.4% 91 4.7% 2,078 19.9%
4 1,231 14.5% 35 1.8% 1,266 121%
5 497 5.9% 15 0.8% 512 4.9%
6 and over 274 3.2% 4 0.2% 278 2.7%
Total 8,487 100.0% 1,948 100.0% 10,435 100.0%

# BRs # % # % # %
SRO 213 2.5% 19 1.0% 232 2.2%
0 301 3.5% 114 5.9% 415 4.0%
1 1,983 23.4% 1,253 64.3% 3,236 31.0%
2 2,707 31.9% 434 22.3% 3,141 30.1%
3 2,597 30.6% 103 5.3% 2,700 25.9%
4 592 7.0% 19 1.0% 611 5.9%
5 76 0.9% 5 0.3% 81 0.8%
6 and over 18 0.2% 1 0.1% 19 0.2%
Total 8,487 100.0% 1,948 100.0% 10,435 100.0%

Race/

Ethnicity # % # % # %
Hispanic 2,496 29.4% 341 17.5% 2,837 27.2%
Asian 120 1.4% 53 2.7% 173 1.7%
Black 4,489 52.9% 650 33.4% 5,139 49.2%
White 1,214 14.3% 804 41.3% 2,018 19.3%
All Other 168 2.0% 100 5.1% 268 2.6%
Total 8,487 100.0% 1,948 100.0% 10,435 100.0%

Source: Boston Housing Authority

The profile of elderly residents renting outside of Boston with BHA-administered
vouchers closely tracks that of voucher holders renting within the city. Among non-
elderly populations, however, Boston is home to substantially more black voucher
holders, and substantially fewer white, non-Hispanics, than is the case in the balance of
the metro area.

Figure 8-2
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Who is on the Waiting List for Housing Assistance?

The City of Boston serves as a resource for residents in need of housing for the entire
metro area and beyond. Table 8-7 indicates the current residence of those on the waitlist
as of December 2009. Two-thirds of the non-elderly households on the list are existing
Boston residents as are 72 percent of the elderly households. The balance come from
other parts of the state (and beyond), seeking affordable housing through the resources
provided or administered by the BHA.

Table 8-7 Current Residence of Households on BHA Waitlist*
Total Non-Elderly| Elderly Current Residence
15,799 14,463 1,336|City of Boston
67.8% 67.4% 71.7%|% of Total
6,470 6,016 454|Balance of Boston Metro
27.8% 28.0% 24.4% (% of Total
754 726 28|Elsewhere in MA
3.2% 3.4% 1.5%|% of Total
291 245 46|Out-of-state
1.2% 1.1% 2.5% 1% of Total
23,314 21,450 1,864| TOTAL

* Includes those seeking public housing and/or vouchers

Source: Boston Housing Authority
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Table 8-8 presents a snapshot of households currently on the BHA waitlist for housing
assistance (public housing or vouchers). Almost half (45.6%) of those on the BHA’s
combined non-elderly waitlist of 21,450 households identified themselves as single
person households. Of the 9,783 single person, non-elderly households on the combined
waitlist (regardless of current residence), 3,288 (33.6%, or one-third) reported a

disability; two-thirds did not.

Of the 6,154 two-person households on the combined

waitlist, 940 (15%) reported having a disability themselves and/or having a disabled
family member. Where income was ascertained,'’ the median income of Hispanics on
the waitlist was the lowest, at $8,580, followed by whites with a median income, $8,865;

blacks, $9,600; and Asians, $12,900.

Table 8-9

Table 8-8 A Snapshot of Households on the BHA Waitlist
Non Elderly Elderly TOTAL
Household
Size # % # % #
1 9,783 45.6% 1,069 57.3% 10,852 46.5%
2 6,154 28.7% 622 33.4% 6,776 29.1%
3 3,160 14.7% 104 5.6% 3,264 14.0%
4 1,582 7.4% 44 2.4% 1,626 7.0%
5 535 2.5% 17 0.9% 552 2.4%
6 and over 236 1.1% 8 0.4% 244 1.0%
Total 21,450 100.0% 1,864, 100.0% 23,314 100.0%)
# BRs
Requested # %o # %o #
1 12,141 56.6% 1,505 80.7% 13,646 58.5%
2 6,182 28.8% 258 13.8% 6,440 27.6%
3 2,663 12.4% 85 4.6% 2,748 11.8%
4 402 1.9% 12 0.6% 414 1.8%
5 52 0.2% 4 0.2% 56 0.2%
6 10 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 0.0%
Total 21,450, 100.0% 1,864 100.0% 23,314, 100.0%
Race/
Ethnicity # % # % #
Hispanic* 6,245 29.1% 341 18.3% 6,586 28.2%
Asian 1,642 7.7% 365 19.6% 2,007 8.6%
Black 8,881 41.4% 537 28.8% 9,418 40.4%
White 4,464 20.8% 608 32.6% 5,072 21.8%
All Other 218 1.0% 13 0.7% 231 1.0%
Total 21,450, 100.0% 1,864 100.0% 23,314, 100.0%

Source: Boston Housing Authority
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% of Estimated % of
Racial/Ethnic | Estimate of % of |Racial/Ethnic
Renter HHs Group's Renter | Racial/lEthnic |Group's Income Racial/Ethnic
# of Renter Racial/Ethnic Earning <80% | HHs Eligible for | Group's TOTAL (Eligible Renter Groups
Households by | Group's share of | AMI by Race/ Housing Renters with  |HHs with Estimated Share
Racial/ Ethnic | Race/ Ethnicity | all Renter HHs | Ethnicity (2009 | Assistance (2009 Housing Housing of Total Housing
Group (2009 CHAS) (2009 CHAS) CHAS¥) CHAS) Assistance  |Assistance Assistance
Hispanic 23,070 17% 20,880 91% 38% 70% 24%
Asian 11,555 8% 9,680 84% 12% 47% 7%
Black 29,475 22% 26,115 89% 39% 89% 38%
White 68,000 50% 39,290 58% 14% 45% 29%
Other 4,475 3% 3,705 83% 10% 15% 1%
TOTAL 136,575 100% 99,670 73% 25% 61% 100%

Source: Author’s estimate based on HUD, BHA, DHCD resident characteristic reports

Barriers to Opportunity

The basis of the NAACP, Boston Chapter litigation that is the foundation of the concept
of affirmatively furthering fair housing is the allegation that assisted housing resources
were used to segregate the region by race. Those conditions persist, and will only be
reversed with a concerted effort to disperse assisted housing within communities and
across the region in a manner that balances the need to invest in disinvested areas with
the obligation to expand housing choice.

Assisted Housing

Summary of Impediment and Action Steps

Impediments

Actions

A disproportionate share of project-based
assisted housing in Boston is located in

racially concentrated areas.

1. Convene a working group to develop
strategies for the use of City housing

resources to address issues of land

availability, zoning barriers, and other

impediments to the siting of

affordable housing in neighborhoods

lacking a fair share of the City’s
affordable inventory.

A disproportionate share of the region’s
project-based assisted housing is located
in Boston, and not in suburban
communities.

1. Urge DHCD to establish a Project-

Based Voucher program specifically
targeted at offering the City’s public

housing families with children

assisted housing in racially integrated,

low poverty areas, including
municipalities outside Boston.
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Assisted Housing
Summary of Impediment and Action Steps

Impediments Actions

2. Establish working a working group
including planning departments and
local housing authorities in high
opportunity communities outside of
Boston to leverage local resources
with state and federal resources to
support the construction of assisted
family housing in opportunity
locations.

LHAs outside Boston utilize local resident | 1. Advocate for repeal of local resident

selection preferences in admissions to selection preference in state public
their state and federal housing programs, housing programs where there is a
which have the effect of discouraging discriminatory effect on protected
people of color from applying; and/or groups.

limits their ability to participate in the

programs.

2. Condition receipt of state housing
assistance on repeal of local resident
selection preferences in federal
housing programs.

Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher 1. Complete a survey of rental costs in
program and Massachusetts Rental the housing market to understand the
Voucher Program fair market rent purchasing power of HCV and MRVP
standards are too low to facilitate in opportunity areas and advocate for
participant moves to high opportunity increases in fair market rents.

areas throughout the State.
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IX. Barriers to Housing Choice

Furthering fair housing includes activities that expand choice in the private housing
market.

Affirmatively furthering fair housing includes actions that assure that families seeking
housing have ready access to the housing opportunities that exist throughout a market
area. The Al identifies three particular obstacles to choice: language barriers to
meaningful access to housing and services for immigrants who are protected by
prohibitions on discrimination involving national origin; difficulties experienced by
participants in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program and Massachusetts Rental
Voucher Program in securing rental housing; and a lack of knowledge many families
have in understanding housing opportunities outside of their current neighborhoods.

People with Limited English Speaking Proficiency

Federal policies under Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act set benchmarks by which
jurisdictions like Boston, and agencies like the Boston Housing Authority must assure
meaningful access to federally funded services. Under guidelines issued by the HUD,
cities that receive federal housing funds like CDBG and lead paint hazard removal funds
administered by the Department of Neighborhood Development, HOME program funds,
and funding under the Fair Housing Assistance Program, which supports the BFHC, are
required to the evaluate the need for language assistance services by individuals with
limited English speaking proficiency (known as LEP individuals) who come into contact
with city services by examining four factors: (1) the number of LEP individuals likely to
be needing and requesting services; (2) the frequency of contact city agencies have with
LEP Individuals; (3) the nature and importance of the contacts LEP Individuals have with
city agencies; and (4) the resources available for language assistance activities.
Language assistance activities may include translation of vital documents, and provision
of interpreter services.

City agencies such as the Boston Public Health Commission have made extensive efforts
to assure meaningful access to city services by these Limited English Proficiency (or
LEP) individuals. BPHC’s web site, for example, can be translated into nearly two dozen
languages with the click of computer mouse. Others, like the BHA, have developed
language assistance plans in order to address the language needs of its constituents. Still
other agencies provide limited language services. For example, the BFHC makes
available informational pamphlets for the Boston Initiative for Lead Safe Housing in six
languages. The Department of Neighborhood Development will make translators
available for public hearings concerning the Consolidated Plan. Initial research indicates,
however, that most City departments may lack the language assistance plan required by
Title VI, and that there may be little coordination among departments.

DHCD’s Affirmative Fair Housing Policy indicates that the development and
implementation of a language assistance plan is one among many fair housing actions to
be taken at the state level. The policy states that DHCD will create a list of resources,
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including interpreters, for LEP persons that need access to and understanding of DHCD-
funded programs. The policy says that DHCD also will provide technical assistance to
local housing authorities, nonprofit agencies engaged in carrying out DHCD programs,
and municipalities on LEP resources and compliance. MassHousing, as the oversight
agency for much of the region’s privately-owned, publicly-assisted multifamily rental
properties, makes LEP resources available on its web site. Significantly, neither agency
has yet addressed the most costly and complex task for assuring meaningful access by
LEP persons: the translation of key documents, and the financial resources for providing
interpreter services.

Mobility and Choice

Beginning in 1994, HUD funded two counseling programs that provided housing
counseling services to participants in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program.
The Moving to Opportunity (MTO) is an experimental program that measure the impact
on family life for BHA public housing households who elected to move to low poverty
areas with rates of poverty less than 10 percent receive a voucher. Participant families
received housing counseling services to assist in their first move. The Regional
Opportunity Counseling (ROC) program, which ended in 2002, provided direct funding
to assist the BHA in providing housing counseling to Section 8 participants, also to assist
them in moving to low poverty neighborhoods.

At present, despite the concentration of Section 8 voucher holders in high poverty,
racially concentrated areas, there is no mobility counseling program serving BHA Section
8 participants, helping them move to areas of high opportunity. DHCD funding has been
reduced in recent years for a Community Choice Voucher Program (CCVP),
administered by Massachusetts Bay Housing Partnership (MBHP) as part of their
Housing Consumer Education Center. CCVP assists voucher participants cooler in
moves to higher opportunity communities in the metropolitan area, such as Arlington,
Bedford, Newton, North Reading, and Watertown. The lack of funding for mobility
assistance for voucher holders is a continuing impediment to choice. An equally crucial
impediment to mobility for voucher participants are the Fair Market Rents (FMR)
established by HUD that are used by PHAs to set the value of a Section 8 voucher, and
the values set by DHCD for MRVP. The 1997 Al found that inadequate purchasing
power of a voucher made it impossible for some families to areas of higher opportunity
because of high rents in those neighborhood.

Boston’s OCR continues to operate the MetroList, making available lists of units in
assisted housing located throughout the region to City families. MetroList was first
established as part of the court agreements in NAACP, Boston Chapter. It remains a
crucial element of assuring equal access to assisted housing for families of color.
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Barriers to Housing Choice
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediment

Action

Although City and state agencies have
taken steps to provide language access to
housing programs for people with limited
English-speaking ability, progress is
inconsistent among the agencies, and
among the housing providers that receive
City, state, and federal funds.

1. Convene a working group to assess
compliance with federal language
access requirements among agencies
and their grantees, and to develop
strategies for pooling resources to
improve language access.

Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher and
MRYVP participants are concentrated in
lower opportunity areas.

1. Reestablish a mobility counseling
program using a programmatic
structure similar to the Gautreaux
program and the Regional
Opportunity Counseling program,
supported with new allocations of
Housing Choice Vouchers, and
administrative fees to pay for
counseling and related costs. Include
MRVP in these efforts, and consider
collaborations with Consumer
Housing Education Centers.

2. Establish a comprehensive fair

housing testing and enforcement
program and initiate enforcement
actions to identify instances of
discrimination based on receipt of
public assistance.

3. Restore funding to Consumer

Housing Education Centers.

Families seeking affordable housing need
to be aware of opportunities outside their
neighborhoods.

1. Continue Metrolist and Affirmative
Marketing programs to inform home
seekers about housing options.

2. Establish a working group of

metropolitan CDBG entitlement
communities, and communities with
Community Preservation Act funds to
develop affirmative fair housing
marketing guidelines and list units
with Metrolist.
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X. Fair Housing Enforcement

Vigorous and comprehensive enforcement of fair housing laws is an essential feature
of furthering fair housing.

The number and types of reported incidents of discrimination speak not only to the level
of intolerance in a community but also to the level awareness of just what constitutes a
violation of law and to the comfort those victimized to seek redress for those violations.
This section reviews the administrative structure of fair housing enforcement in the
Boston metro area, the protected classes, and prohibited behaviors. It describes the
discrimination complaints filed over the past five years and their outcomes as well as
other indicators of discrimination in the housing market, such as fair housing audits.

Jurisdiction and Protected Classes

Administrative enforcement of housing discrimination laws in the Boston metropolitan
area is the responsibility of three agencies: the Office of Fair Housing and Equal
Opportunity of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (FHEO), the
Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination (MCAD), and the Boston Fair
Housing Commission (BFHC). The jurisdiction of these offices is overlapping but not
identical, and depends on the authority delegated by the underlying laws, the classes of
people protected by each law, and the size or configuration of the housing involved in a
complaint of discrimination.

Under the governing statutes, MCAD and the BFHC are both certified by HUD as
administering laws that are substantially equivalent to the Fair Housing Act. Both
agencies receive federal funding under the Fair Housing Assistance Program, and share
Title VIII enforcement activities with HUD. Title VIII complaints originating in Boston
are generally addressed by the BFHC. Complaints in the metropolitan region outside of
Boston are processed by MCAD, except in Cambridge where those matters are
investigated by the Cambridge Human Rights Commission. FHEO is responsible for
enforcement of laws that forbid discrimination in housing receiving HUD assistance such
at Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Section 504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act.
FHEO also investigates and resolves complaints of housing discrimination arising under
the Americans with Disabilities Act. MCAD and the BHFC are not authorized to address
claims arising under these laws.

Chapter 151B outlaws housing discrimination based on a range of protected
characteristics that include those governed by the Title VIII, but also include additional
categories such as source of income and rental assistance discrimination, and both
MCAD and the BFHC are authorized to act on complaints of housing discrimination
arising under Chapter 151B that are not within FHEO’s jurisdiction under the Fair
Housing Act. Boston’s fair housing ordinance prohibits discrimination based on gender
identity, a protected class not covered by Title VIII or Chapter 151B. BFHC is the only
agency with jurisdiction over complaints of discrimination based on gender identity.
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Table 10-1 depicts the laws governing housing discrimination, the groups protected by
the laws, and the agencies with jurisdiction over complaints of discrimination arising
under each law.

Table 10-1 Laws Governing Housing Discrimination
Law Protected Groups Agencies with
Jurisdiction
Federal Fair Race, color, national origin, religion, gender, disability, FHEO, MCAD, BFHC
Housing Act, family status
Title VIII
MA Chapter Race, color, national origin, religion, gender, disability MCAD, BFHC
151B (marital status, sexual orientation, age, genetic
information, ancestry, status as a veteran or member of
the armed forces, source of income (e.g., rental
assistance or public assistance)
Boston Fair Race, color, national origin, religion, disability, gender BFHC
Housing identity or expression, age, ancestry, sexual preference,
Ordinance sex, marital status, children, source of income,
military status
Federal Title VI Race, color, and national origin in programs receiving HUD
of the 1964 Civil | federal housing assistance
Rights Act
Federal Section Disability in programs receiving federal housing HUD
504 of the 1973 assistance
Rehabilitation
Act
Federal Disability in state or local housing programs HUD
Americans with
Disabilities Act
Federal Age Age, in programs receiving federal housing assistance. | HUD
Discrimination
Act

Jurisdictional differences are also triggered by the size and other characteristics of the
housing structure. For example, under the Fair Housing Act, dwellings in owner-
occupied buildings with four or fewer units are exempt from many of the Title VIII
prohibitions against refusing to rent or sell. Under Chapter 151B, covered housing does
not include owner-occupied buildings with two or fewer units. Under both laws, the
exemptions do not apply to units rented or sold with the assistance of a broker or real

estate agent.

Prohibited Conduct
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Under the Fair Housing Act, Chapter 151B, and Boston’s fair housing ordinance conduct
is unlawful when any of the following actions are motivated by the protected status of a
complainant:

= Refusing to rent, sell, negotiate for rental or sale, or otherwise deny or withhold
housing. Making a written or oral inquiry about the protected characteristics of a
buyer or renter, and keeping records of buyer or renter characteristics. Inquiries
about disability are permitted when necessary to assign an accessible unit, or a unit
set aside for persons with disabilities.

= Discrimination in terms and conditions of a rental, sale, or occupancy, including
segregating people with protected characteristics in a part of a building, development,
or community.

= Discrimination in mortgage lending and credit.

= Discrimination in brokering a sale or rental, in appraising property, and in other real
estate related services, including insurance.

= Discrimination in membership in brokerage listing services.

= Retaliation, coercion, intimidation, and harassment (including sexual harassment)
against any person in connection with fair housing rights.

= Aiding the discrimination of others.

= Discrimination in advertising.

= Blockbusting.

Prevalence and Nature of Discrimination

Over the last 5 years, 1,397 complaints were filed with HUD, MCAD, or the BHFC,
involving allegations of 1,880 acts of discrimination in the Boston metropolitan area.
(See Table 10-2.) One third of the complaints originated in Boston. The largest number
of alleged violations in the region involved claims of disability discrimination (29.4%),
followed by claims of race discrimination (20.7%), and national origin (8.0%). The
combination of complaints alleging discrimination based on children (6.5%), family
status (5.7%) and lead paint — often an indicator for unwillingness to rent to families with
young children — total 17.7% of all alleged violations. The percent of complaints alleging
discrimination based on disability was notably higher in the balance of the metro area
than in the City of Boston (31.1% of all bases cited versus 26.0%). Similarly complaints
based on children and/or family status were more prevalent outside the City (13.0%
versus 10.6%); allegations specifying lead paint, however, were more prevalent in Boston
(7.1% versus 4.7%), not surprising given the age of the city’s rental housing stock.
Allegations based on sex and sexual orientation were more prevalent in Boston
accounting for a combined total of 8.0 percent of cases compared to 5.6 percent outside
the City. Allegations based on race were also slightly more prevalent in Boston (21.9% v
20.1%).
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Table 10-2 Basis of Complaints Filed with MCAD, 1/1/04 — 9/30/09

Boston Balance of Metro Area Total
Basis #times cited % of Total |#times cited| % of Total |# times cited| % of Total
Age 8 1.3% 16 1.3% 24 1.3%
Children 36 5.7% 86 6.9% 122 6.5%
Creed 7 1.1% 15 1.2% 22 1.2%
Race or color 139 21.9% 251 20.1% 390 20.7%
Disability 165 26.0% 387 31.1% 552 29.4%
National origin 50 7.9% 102 8.2% 152 8.1%
Family status 31 4.9% 76 6.1% 107 5.7%
Lead paint 45 7.1% 59 4.7% 104 5.5%
Marital status 25 3.9% 29 2.3% 54 2.9%
Military service 0 0.0% 3 0.2% 3 0.2%
Other 29 4.6% 50 4.0% 79 4.2%
Public assistance 47 7.4% 99 7.9% 146 7.8%
Sex 32 5.0% 46 3.7% 78 4.1%
Sexual orientation 19 3.0% 24 1.9% 43 2.3%
Veteran 1 0.2% 3 0.2% 4 0.2%
Total bases cited and % of metro bases 634 33.7% 1,246 66.3% 1,880 100.0%
Total # and % of complaints 465 33.3% 932 66.7% 1,397 100.0%

Source: MCAD. MCAD's database includes cases handled by the other agencies (BFHC and HUD)

Note: Individual complaints may include more than one violation of federal, state, and/or local statutes.

Discriminatory Conduct

Table 10-3 summarizes the type of discriminatory actions that were reported. There are
more alleged discriminatory actions than either complaints or bases (Table 6-2) because a

single report may cover more than one discriminatory action.

The most commonly

reported violations reported in the Boston metro area over the past five years include the
refusal to rent or sublet (21.0%) and the related “other terms, conditions or privileges”
related to rental of a unit (25.5%); denial of reasonable access (18.6%); and eviction, or

threatened eviction (18.6%).
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Table 10-3 Types of Violations Alleged

Boston Balance of Metro Area Total
Alleged Violations # | % # | % # | %

Denied reasonable accommodation 104 16.6% 250 19.6% 354 18.6%
Deny or limitloan, except re: housing 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Deny or limit mortgage or home improvement

loan 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1%
Eviction or threatened eviction 74 11.8% 165 12.9% 239 12.5%
Harassment 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1%
Mortgage/lending 12 1.9% 17 1.3% 29 1.5%
Other 24 3.8% 40 3.1% 64 3.4%
Other terms & conditions 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1%
Other terms and condiions of employment 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1%
Other terms, conditions, or privileges 162 25.8% 324 25.4% 486 25.5%
Refusal to rent or sublet 133 21.2% 267 20.9% 400 21.0%
Refusal to sell or discriminatory terms of sale 10 1.6% 21 1.6% 31 1.6%
Sexual harassment 10 1.6% 19 1.5% 29 1.5%
Terms & conditions 49 7.8% 107 8.4% 156 8.2%
Terms and conditions 15 2.4% 24 1.9% 39 2.0%
Unlawful Inquiry (oral or written) 11 1.8% 14 1.1% 25 1.3%
Unlawful specification (oral or writien) 23 3.7% 25 2.0% 48 2.5%
Withhold or limit facilites, advantages, or

privileges 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1%
Total # and % of complaints 627 32.9% 1,278 67.1% 1,905, 100.0%

Source: MCAD

Audits and Complaint Qutcomes

Fair housing audits are a long-established means for understanding fair housing
conditions in a market area. Audits use pair tester methodologies to determine the
incidence at which real estate agents, landlords, and others in the for-sale and rental
markets discriminate. Audits conducted in the Boston metropolitan area routinely
indicate that people protected by fair housing laws are likely to experience discrimination
in at least half of their interactions with the rental and for-sale markets, results are not
reflected in the outcomes of the Title VIII and Chapter 151B complaints filed with
MCAD in recent years.

= A 2001 rental audit by the Fair Housing Center of Greater Boston identified acts of
discrimination in 50 percent of the paired tests. When tests where testers could not
reach agents or landlords by telephone were excluded from the sample, there was
evidence of discrimination in 65 percent of the tests. The audit also identified acts of
race discrimination in 55 percent of the tests, source of income discrimination in 60
percent of the tests, and family status discrimination in 67 percent of the tests.

= A 2002 audit of rental discrimination involving Latinos by the Fair Housing Center
identified discrimination in 52 percent of the tests.

= A 2005 Fair Housing Center audit of the for-sale market found that African-American
and Latino testers experienced discrimination in 47 percent of the tests.
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In 2005, the City of Newton and the Fair Housing Center conducted an audit of the local
rental and for-sale markets to determine the extent of discrimination based on race,
national origin, family status, and participation in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher
program. Overall, 48 percent of the paired tests evidenced discrimination. Half the tests
found discrimination based on race, two-thirds found discrimination based on national
origin, one-third identified instances of Section 8 discrimination, and in one-third of the
tests there was evidence of family status discrimination. A second audit in 2005 by
Newton and the Disability Law Center examined disability discrimination, and found
evidence of fair housing violations in 48 percent of the tests.

Audit results are a benchmark against which it is possible to measure the effectiveness of
enforcement activities. For all categories of complaints, successful outcomes in Boston
and the region are below what might be expected based on audit results. Table 10-4
shows the resolution of all violations (Title VIII and Chapter 151B) brought in the City of
Boston and the balance of the metro area since January 2004. Seventy-one percent of all
closed violations metro-wide were closed for reasons that failed to substantiate the
allegation of discrimination (i.e., an unsuccessful allegation) of discrimination, including
755 (52.9%) of the 1,302 closed cases that were closed due to a finding of no cause.
City complainants had a somewhat higher success rate than complainants from the
balance of the metro area (31.2% v 28.9%) and a slightly lower share of “no cause”
findings (49.3% v 54.7%). In both cases the findings of discrimination were
substantially lower than what had been documented in audits conducted in the region
since 2001.

Table 10-4 Resolution of Discrimination Complaints, Boston v Balance of Metro
Complaint Outcomes Boston Balance of Metro Total

Successful Closure Outcome # % # % # %
Conciliated 17 33 50
Withdraw n with Setfement 78 154 232
Removed to Court 8 13 21
Judicial Review 19 33 52
Violation Enforcement 1 0 1
Closed/Predetermination Setfement 11 9 20

Successful Complaint Outcome

(% of closed complaints) 134 31.2% 242 27.8% 376 28.9%

Unsuccessful Complaint Outcome
Complainant Failed to C ooperate (or could not

be located) 13 14 27

No Cause 236 519 755

Not Authorized 13 20 33

Dismissed 4 8 12

No Jurisdiction 13 22 35

Withdraw n without Setiement 17 47 64
Unsuccessful Complaint Outcome
(% of closed complaints) 296 68.8% 630 72.2% 926 71.1%
Total Closed Violations 430 872 1,302
Open Violations 49 76 125
Total 479 100.0% 948, 100.0% 1,427 100.0%

Source: MCAD
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The companion Table 10-5 presents the outcomes on a metro-wide by basis on which the
complaint was brought. Several categories have been combined in this table to facilitate
analysis of outcomes: race, color creed, and national origin; family status, children and
lead paint; and sex and sexual orientation, and bases with a small number of cases have
been omitted. Viewed this way, it is apparent that family status complainants and those
based on public assistance have success rates that approach, but still do not match, the
findings of discrimination in the audits (44.8 and 44.6% respectively). The outcomes for
complaints brought on the basis of race are conspicuously at odds with the experience
reported by testers; disability and sexual orientation complainants experienced similarly
unsuccessful outcomes.

Beyond these questions of efficacy, representatives of fair housing agencies report a need
for improved coordination among the enforcement agencies. In particular, where the
BFHC routinely includes public purpose provisions in settled complaints, such as
requirements for landlords to attend training or make contributions to funds for the
removal of lead paint, public purpose outcomes are often not a feature of MCAD
settlements.

Table 10-5 Complaint Outcomes by Basis

Race,color, Family
creed, status,
Complaint Resolution by Basis national children, Public Sex, sexual
(Metro Area Total) origin Disability | lead paint | assistance | orientation

Successful Complaint Outcome

Conciliated 6 15 26 13 3

Withdraw n with Settiement 66 104 70 22 14

Removed to Court 5 5 4 2 6

Judicial Review 16 18 15 25 0

Violation Enforcement 0 0 1 1 0

Closed/Predetermination Settlement 3 5 14 3 1
# of Successful Complaint Outcome 96 147 130 66 24
Successful Outcomes as % of Closed Complaints 18.8% 28.8% 44.8% 44.6% 21.4%
Unsuccessful Complaint Outcome

Complainant Failed to Cooperate (or could not be located) 11 6 7 1 4

No Cause 356 293 129 66 69

Not Authorized 14 18 3 2 1

Dismissed 4 3 2 6 1

No Jurisdiction 10 18 4 1 8

Withdraw n without Setlement 20 25 15 6 5
# of Unsuccessful Complaint Outcome 415 363 160 82 88
Unsuccessful Outcomes as % of Closed Complaints 81.2% 71.2% 55.2% 55.4% 78.6%
Total Closed Violations 511 510 290 148 112
Open Violations 51 42 43 16 9
Total 562 552 333 164 121
Source: MCAD
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Design and Construction; Reasonable Modification and
Accommodation

The disability discrimination provisions of the Fair Housing Act and Chapter 151B
require new housing units constructed for first occupancy on or after March 13, 1991 to
comply with seven architectural access design standards. Buildings with four or more
units must comply with Title VIII and buildings with three or more units are governed by
Chapter 151B. Both laws make it an act of discrimination to refuse to permit a person
with disabilities to make reasonable structural modifications when necessary to afford the
individual full enjoyment of a dwelling, and both require reasonable changes in rules,
policies, practices, and procedures when needed to accommodate a person with
disabilities. Under Chapter 151B (but not the Fair Housing Act), structural modifications
in buildings or developments with ten or more units are at the expense of the owner.
Modifications in publicly assisted housing are at the expense of the owner subject to
appropriation.

HUD Title VIII data indicates that very few complaints of discrimination involve alleged
violations of the design and construction and reasonable modification requirements.
Over the last five years, there were 13 allegations out of 425 total disability
discrimination claims, or 3% of all disability discrimination claims. Complaints
involving denial of reasonable accommodation comprised 189 allegations of
discrimination, nearly 45 percent of all complaints of disability discrimination, as Table
10-6 illustrates.

Table 10-6 Characteristics of HUD Title VIII Disability Discrimination
Complaints
Boston Balance of Metro Total
Violations Violations Violations
Basis Cited % of Total Cited % of Total Cited % of Total
Total Based on Disability 126 29.6% 299 70.3% 425 100.0%
Design and Consfruction 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 0.4%
Reasonable Modification 4 36.3% 7 63.6% 11 2.5%
Reasonable Accommodation 57 30.1% 132 69.8% 189 44.4%

Note: Individual complaints may include more than one alleged violation of Title VIII.

Source: HUD Title VIII Automated Paperless Office Tracking System (TEAPOTS) data, complaints dated
January 1, 2004 and after.

Intervention by the Attorney General

The Civil Rights Division of the Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General plays an
important role in fair housing enforcement as the agency with the responsibility of
litigating MCAD in court where necessary. Matters referred to the Civil Rights Division
are a small portion of the complaints filed with MCAD. Of the nearly 1,400 allegations
of discrimination filed between 2004 and 2009, just 74 matters were referred to the AGO.
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Cases handled by the Attorney General result in a high rate of successful outcomes for
complainants. By the end of September 2009, 15 of the 74 matters at the Civil Rights
Division were ongoing. Of the remaining 59 cases, approximately 50, nearly 85%,
resulted in some combination of injunctive relief and monetary compensation for the
victims, plus training for the respondent.

Discrimination Complaints in Assisted Housing

Available data did not make it possible to identify all allegations of discrimination
involving public and assisted housing. However, Title VIII data included information
about concurrent complaints involving under Section 504, Title VI, and the Age
Discrimination Act, indicating the presence of some form of federal financial assistance.
The HUD data also shows concurrent complaints under the ADA, which indicates an
allegation of discrimination involving a state or local housing program or an allegation of
discrimination in a place of public accommodation such as a management office, or a
social services establishment.

Despite the concentration of assisted housing in the City of Boston, allegations of
discrimination involving federal financial assistance and the ADA reflect a similar
geographic distribution as found in Title VIII and MCAD cases. As shown in Table 10-
7, about 36 percent of the complaints arose in Boston, and 64 percent in the balance of
the metropolitan area. However, it is more likely that a Title VIII complaint originating
with a Boston complainant will involve federal financial assistance or the ADA than a
Title VIII complaint originating in the balance of the metropolitan area. Over 43 percent
of Boston complaints also involved federal financial assistance, compared to 36 percent
of the complaints from the region.

Table 10-7 Title VIII Allegations with Federal Financial Assistance and the ADA

Boston Balance of Metro Total
Section 504 79 36.2% 139 63.8% 218 46.6%
ADA 43 33.9% 84 66.1% 127 27.1%
ADA, not Section 504 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 0.6%
Title VI 48 40.7% 70 59.3% 118 25.2%
Age 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 0.4%
Total Allegations 170 36.3% 298 63.7% 468 100.0%
Total All Allegations 390 43.6% 824 36.2% 1214 38.6%

Source: HUD Title VIII Automated Paperless Office Tracking System (TEAPOTS) data, complaints dated
January 1, 2004 and after.
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Fair Housing Enforcement

Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediments

Action Steps

Rates of favorable outcomes for
complainants in fair housing complaints
are less than the level of success that
might be predicted based on fair housing
audits.

1. Conduct in-depth file reviews of fair

housing complaints to determine the
reasons for the high rates of
unfavorable complainant outcomes, and
adopt strategies to address the findings.

. Secure additional resources to fund

expanded fair housing outreach and
education activities.

Very few fair housing enforcement
actions involve issue of compliance with
design and construction requirements to
assure fair housing for people with
disabilities.

. Establish a comprehensive, regional

design and construction testing and
enforcement program involving
multiple agencies.

. Secure additional resources to fund

expanded fair housing outreach and
education activities, aimed especially at
design and construction.

There is a need for improved
communication between MCAD and
other FHAP agencies regarding the
inclusion of public interest provisions in
conciliation agreements, such as training
or other elements that promote fair
housing goals, such as provisions that
facilitate applications for lead paint
removal funds, and listing of units with
Metrolist.

. MCAD should conduct a review of its

policies for public interest provisions,
and revise as needed to align them with
practices by other FHAP agencies.

. MCAD should coordinate with local

fair housing agencies to leverage
resources for the inclusion of public
interest provisions in conciliation of
individual cases

HUD takes little or no enforcement
action in concurrent matters involving
Title VIII issues investigated by MCAD,
OCR, and other FHAP agencies, and
issues concerning civil rights laws
prohibiting discrimination in programs

. Establish a working group including

HUD to examine HUD practices
regarding concurrent investigations,
and revise practices as needed.
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Fair Housing Enforcement

Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediments

Action Steps

receiving federal financial assistance.
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XI. Private Housing

There is a need to remove barriers to access to privately owned housing by people in
protected classes.

The Al identifies two issues affecting access to privately owned housing by people in
protected classes: concerns about denial of housing to families with children related to
lead-based paint, and a continuing need for training and awareness of fair housing
obligations for real estate professionals, landlords, and housing and planning officials in
the region’s cities and towns.

Despite tremendous progress made by the City of Boston in reducing its incidence, lead
poisoning, principal cause of which is lead paint in older housing, remains one of the
most common environmental health risks. Elevated blood lead levels in children have
been linked to nervous system damage, behavior and learning difficulties, stunted growth
and hearing disorders. Over the past 15 years, the incidence of lead poisoning in Boston
children has dropped from a rate of 13.5 percent in 1995 to 1.2 percent in 2008.
However, the City’s consolidated plan shows dramatic disparities in the distribution of
reported cases of elevated blood levels (EBL) in racially identified planning districts.
Table 11-1 shows the results of 2007 testing. The most cases were reported in North and
South Dorchester; together with East Boston, Roxbury, Roslindale and Mattapan, they
accounted for 80 percent of all of Boston’s EBL cases. Roxbury, North Dorchester, and
Mattapan also had the City’s highest rates of childhood hospitalizations for asthma for
the period from 2005 to 2007.

Table 11-1 Percent of Children with Elevated Blood Levels, 2007

Children Share of

Neighborhood with EBL* | City Cases
North Dorchester 2.2% 26%
South Dorchester 1.6% 18%
East Boston 1.1% 12%
Roxbury 1.1% 9%
Roslindale 1.3% 8%
Matiapan 1.3% 7%
Hyde Park 1.3% 5%
South Boston 1.0% 5%
Allston-Brighton 1.4% 4%
Jamaica Plain 0.9% 3%
West Roxbury 0.5% 3%
Back Bay-Beacon Hill n=<5 0%
Charlestown 0.7% 0%
Fenway-Kenmore n=<5 0%
WestEnd/North End/Downto n=<5 0%
South End n=<5 0%
Total 1.2% 100%

*Elevated Blood Levels (EBL) - Percentage of
children with elevated blood lead levels (10
micrograms per deciliter or higher)
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Source: City of Boston Draft Consolidated Plan, July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2013

The Boston Public Health Commission is the recipient of nearly $1.7 million in HUD
funding to be used to address lead paint hazards and reduction. Those funds are targeted
at the neighborhoods where children are the most affected by EBL. The presence of lead
paint in rental housing is, however, a continuing impediment to housing choice for
Section 8 and MRVP recipients. Housing quality inspections often rule out units selected
by families with children 6 years of age or younger due to the presence of lead paint.
Currently, there is no targeted source of funding to address lead hazards in such units on
a timely basis. As a result, many families are unable to rent apartments.

Fair Housing Education

The fair housing audits conducted over the years in the Boston area show not only the
continued persistence of discrimination in all aspects of the housing market, but also the
subtlety and complexity of discrimination. While audits, and complaints often evidence
overt acts of discrimination based on a protected characteristic, it is often the case that a
person of color, or a family with children, or a person with disabilities simply is treated
less favorably than another household. For example, in several audits, black
homeseekers were steered to particular communities or neighborhoods by not being
informed by real estate brokers of housing opportunities that were offered to while
individuals. Other similar circumstances involve people within protected groups not
being shown the same number of homes as others, or realtors offering to assist some
families but not others with referrals to sources of financing. Without the benefit of an
audit or a paired test, many of these acts are invisible to the victims of discrimination.
And many landlords, real estate agents, lenders, and others may not even have an
awareness of their conduct, or the fact that it is discriminatory.

Fair housing training is a one-time requirement for individuals seeking to obtain a real
estate broker or salesperson license in the Commonwealth. There is no requirement for
refresher training, although Fair Housing is one of 50 elective courses a licensee may
take to fulfill the continuing education requirement for license renewal (six 2-hour
courses every two years). Courses on Lead Paint and the ADA are also offered. Most
curricula offered to industry professionals covers the basic features of Title VIII, Chapter
151B, the ADA, and similar laws. Training courses do not tend to touch on the more
difficult and subtle forms of discrimination that exist in the housing market.

Also an issue is the fact that many of the region’s municipal planning and zoning
departments lack a understanding of fair housing rights and duties. These are municipal
offices that may administer HOME and CDBG funds, or Community Preservation Act
funds. There is no comprehensive system in place to assure that these offices, and the
owners that receive their funding are trained in fair housing considerations.
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Access to Private Housing
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediments

Action Steps

The City has made tremendous progress
in reducing the incidence of elevated
blood levels of lead resulting from lead
based paint. There are greater
percentages of EBL cases, and a higher
rate of EBLs in racially concentrated
neighborhoods.

1. Continue targeting federal funds for lead
paint hazard reduction to neighborhoods
with greatest percentage of EBL cases,
and highest rate of EBLs.

Families with children using Section 8
Housing Choice Vouchers and MRVP
are often denied housing when housing
quality inspections detect the presence of
lead-based paint.

1. Create a program to coordinate targeted
use of lead hazard reduction funds in
units with HCV and MRVP.

2. Establish a comprehensive fair housing-

lead paint testing and enforcement
program and initiate enforcement actions
to identify instances of discrimination
based on receipt of rental assistance.

There is a lack of awareness of fair
housing among real estate professionals,
landlords, and jurisdictions in the
metropolitan area.

1. Fund and carry out fair housing
education and training activities targeted
at real estate professionals, landlords,
and housing and planning departments
in regional communities.
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XII. Prejudice and Bias

Left unaddressed, unfounded assumptions and fears about members of protected
classes are an impediment to housing choice.

Another indicator of the extent of discrimination in Boston are hate crime statistics
reported by the Boston Police Department. Table 12-1 shows that since 1993, the
incidence of hate crimes has declined substantially, from a peak of 343 in 1998 to 2006,
when 169 crimes were reported to or investigated by the Police Department. It also
shows that the Boston’s black residents were the most frequent victims of hate crimes,
accounting for nearly 28 percent of the reported incidents between 1993 and 2006. In
contrast, whites were the victims in 18 percent of reported incidents, crimes based on the
sexual orientation of the victims accounted for 16 percent of the incidents, and 16 percent
of the incidents involved Hispanic residents.

Table 12-1 Hate Crimes in Boston, 1993 to 2006

Middle
Eastern
Arab Other & Sexual

Year Black White Hispanic Asian Muslim Jewish | Unknown |Orientation| Total
1993 89 77 45 18 1 5 26 19 280
1994 71 51 43 18 0 9 42 25 259
1995 60 65 39 27 0 5 12 16 224
1996 55 28 32 10 1 5 76 25 232
1997 75 57 39 25 2 6 5 33 242
1998 84 72 71 26 na na 26 64 343
1999 122 66 68 25 0 5 5 51 342
2000 86 41 61 17 2 12 4 59 282
2001 82 45 41 27 56 20 16 48 335
2002 72 31 21 39 17 20 10 68 278
2003 66 39 23 27 25 19 8 36 243
2004 54 20 14 9 20 9 16 38 180
2005 65 40 25 10 12 12 5 50 219
2006 33 19 21 6 8 24 8 50 169
Total 1,014 651 543 284 144 151 259 582 3,628

Source: Boston Indicators Project and Boston Police Department

The persistence of hate crimes, of the housing discrimination, the exclusionary zoning,
and the other barriers to housing choice all highlight a deeper need to address
assumptions and fears about race, color, ethnicity, ability to speak English, disability, and
the other characteristics protected by civil rights laws. Such a need is one that must be
addressed by engaging in dialogue for all age groups, at a grass roots level, as well as
with municipal and state officials.
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Prejudice and Bias
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediments

Action Steps

Community leaders in Boston, and in the
region’s cities and towns do not openly
express a commitment to inclusive, diverse
communities, and sometimes resist
affordable housing that might promote
inclusiveness.

1. Create and carry out a curriculum
promoting diversity for BPS students.

2. Form neighbor networks in Boston

neighborhoods to promote inclusive,
welcoming neighborhoods for
newcomers

3. Work with local housing partnerships

to establish neighbor networks outside
Boston to promote inclusive,
welcoming communities for
newcomers.

4. Work with state agencies to promote

fair housing in the region.

5. Develop a press strategy to promote

press coverage that enhances public
understanding of fair housing.

A lack of awareness of fair housing laws
impedes access to regional communities by
individuals with limited English speaking
ability.

1. Fund and carry out LEP education
and outreach targeted at housing and
planning departments in regional
communities.

2. Develop LEP materials for CDBG

communities
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XIII. Zoning and Land Use Patterns

Land use policies preclude a fair and equal distribution of housing types within and
among the region’s communities, including rental and for-sale housing, multifamily
and single family housing, and affordable and market rate housing.

As mentioned elsewhere in this Al, Boston is a relatively small central city in very large
metropolitan area. Even though it is the economic engine of the region, the city is
dwarfed by its suburban neighbors, both in terms of population and land area. It
represents less than 2 percent of the region’s landmass, and is one of its most densely
populated municipalities in the region. The Boston metro area ranks as one of the most
densely populated in the country, but this reflects the fact that the entire area has been
built up in long-established — though not necessarily efficient or equitable — settlement
patterns. It is far easier to create new housing on virgin land, well away from the nearest
abutter, which helps explain the higher rate of growth and lower cost of housing in many
parts of the country, particularly in the west and southwest. Most analysts agree that an
adequate housing supply can stabilize prices and enhance affordability.

Barriers to New Housing Production

The growing gap between the cost of creating and maintaining decent housing and the
incomes of very low income households, many of whom are members of protected
classes, is one impediment to furthering fair housing choice. But building new housing
has become so costly and challenging in the Boston metro area, and Massachusetts in
general, that it is difficult for the private market to meet the needs even of moderate and
middle income residents. Some of the obstacles to production are unique to affordable
housing, but many apply to housing development generally. Most have been well
documented. They have to do with economic and fiscal considerations, resource
allocation, the state’s legal and regulatory framework, and public perception and
attitudes. They include:

= High construction costs, including high labor costs;

= High cost and relative scarcity of land available for development, and the higher costs
associated with building on the marginal sites that are available;

= Limited infrastructure in many communities and little incentive for improving roads,
water and sewer systems;

= The elimination of deep federal subsidy programs for low income housing
development, and their replacement by a number of smaller, shallow subsidies that
increase time delays and transaction costs.

= Complex or redundant building codes and the way that they are applied;

= Restrictive local zoning and land use controls and permitting processes;

= Limited planning and organizational capacity at the local level. Over 40 percent of the
municipalities in the metro area have fewer than 10,000 residents, and many of these
have no professional planning or community development staff.
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= Reluctance of communities to allow new residential development, especially
affordable housing, because of concerns related to fiscal impact, property values and
“community character.” Massachusetts’ municipalities have control over most land
use decisions, and they are responsible for providing and paying for essential public
services — including education — largely through the local property tax.

Within Boston

The challenge of siting new development in existing neighborhoods is no less challenging
in Boston than in many of the region’s suburban communities. While multifamily
housing is allowed in all 16 planning districts, it typically requires a variance. Boston is a
largely built out city, and most of what gets built reflects the characteristics of the
surrounding neighborhood. The Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) is charged
with serving as planning staff to both the Zoning Commission and the Board of Appeal.
BRA staff members review all applications for variances, conditional use permits and
zoning changes and make recommendations to the Zoning Commission and Board of
Appeal.

The BRA has been engaged for more than a decade in an effort to rezone a number of the
city’s neighborhoods, and many areas now allow a mix of uses. Most commercial
districts allow both residential and commercial development. Some underdeveloped areas
provide for cluster zoning of multifamily, an effort to balance the desire for preservation
of urban open space with the need for housing. While the Boston zoning code is quite
flexible, and the City has used new zoning techniques such as 40R and overlay districts,
the zoning approval process is politically charged. Virtually all major new development,
or redevelopment, requires the BRA to conduct an Article 80 review (named for the
relevant section of the City’s Zoning Code). Because it is a public process, Article 80
reviews can be highly political; neighborhood opposition to a project can often seal its
fate.

The City’s Department of Neighborhood Development has been pro-active in its effort to
identify additional housing sites, but the properties the agency can make available have
generally been taken for back taxes or represent surplus land or buildings, often acquired
under earlier urban renewal programs; most are in low income and minority
neighborhoods.

Balance of Metro Area

If expanding housing opportunities in Boston is challenging, it is almost impossible to
develop new multi-family housing by right across much of the metro area. In 53 percent
of the municipalities deemed by the Kirwan Institute researchers to offer very high, high,
or moderate opportunity multi-family housing is not allowed as an as-of-right use. The
Kirwan Institute study identified 11 communities that had banned multi-family housing
entirely and another 47 that allowed it primarily if restricted to those aged 55 or older. 20

2 The Geography of Opportunity, The Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnicity, 2009.
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The forces that contribute to spatial segregation by race and ethnicity are many and
varied. Spatial segregation is both a reflection of the existing social structure and a
mechanism to enforce that structure. The forces that contribute to segregation, as
discussed elsewhere, are complex and varied, but a number of studies have concluded
that low density only zoning that reduce the number of rental units, also limit the number
of black and Latino residents. By contrast, new production in general, new rental and
multifamily production, and new affordable rental production have been shown to be
market conditions that promote inclusion of blacks and Latinos.

As discussed in Section II, one of the most crucial indicators of segregation in the
metropolitan area is the level of white separation from people of color. Yet in 101 of the
metro area’s 147 municipalities — nearly three-quarters of its landmass — fewer than 2.5
percent of all households are black or Latino. As a result, just over 10 percent of white
homeowners live in communities where blacks and Latinos constitute more than 20
percent of the households, but over 50 percent live where fewer than 2.5 percent of their
fellow townspeople are black or Latino.

These findings led the Advisory Committee to conclude that the combination of limited
funding for new affordable housing production, its location, and the restrictive zoning
practices of many municipalities in the region represented enormous impediments for
Boston’s low income and minority residents who might wish to move to “areas of
opportunity.”

Role of Chapter 40B

Chapter 40B, the Massachusetts law that allows a limited override of local zoning and
other land wuse regulations in communities where such regulations impede the
development of affordable housing, has been instrumental in siting subsidized housing in
non-low income and non-minority areas. Of the 147 municipalities in the MA portion of
the Boston metro area:

= 11, including Boston, were either at the 10 percent threshold, or had projects under
construction or approved that would put them at 10 percent, in 1972

= 5 communities had not added any new rental housing since 1972

= 33 communities added new affordable rental housing (i.e., units affordable to and
restricted to occupancy by households earning no more than 80 percent of the area
median income)

* The remaining 98 municipalities required the use of the comprehensive permit
provisions of Chapter 40B for the development at least some of their subsidized rental
housing. And 55 percent of these communities used 40B for more than half their
subsidized rental developments, including eight that used it 100 percent of the time.

In addition to its impact in expanding the supply and improving the distribution of
publicly assisted housing, 40B has played an important role in diversifying the region’s
housing stock in general and expanding housing choice for those seeking accessible
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housing. Nearly one-third of the metro area’s accessible units — those registered with
MassAccess — were permitted under 40B. In communities rated “very high opportunity”
in the Kirwan study, 48 percent were; in “high opportunity” communities, the 40B share
was 42 percent. Its role in expanding the supply of market rate housing is evidenced by
the fact that 40B development accounted for 34 percent of all new housing permitted
outside the City of Boston between 2002 and 2006, including nearly 80 percent of all new
rental housing.21

The statute faces an uncertain future, however. Opponents have called for the repeal of
the 40-year old statute, which has been responsible for the creation almost 56,000 units of
housing in 1,000 developments statewide (including over 29,000 for low and moderate
income households). The issue will be put before the voters in the November 2010
election.

Land Use and Zoning
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps
Impediments Action Steps
Income limit and other inclusionary 1. Establish a working group to develop
zoning policies do not facilitate access collaborative strategies to promote access
to IZ units by extremely low-income by extremely low-income and very-low
and very-low income households of income households to IZ units by providing
color. additional capital or rental subsidy, by

granting additional zoning concessions, and
similar mechanisms.

2. Market IZ units through the City’s Home

Center
Off-site IZ units are often located in 1. The collaborative working group should
high poverty, racially concentrated examine strategies for addressing the lack of
locations. land, and the cost of acquiring parcels for

off-site IZ units in low poverty, integrated
areas of the City.

Both inside Boston and in the region, | 1. Fund an exclusionary zoning initiative to
public opposition to affordable track the progress of land use applications
housing in low-no poverty areas for affordable housing in opportunity areas
impedes expanded housing choice. and use the initiative to insert fair housing

considerations into land use decisions as a
counterbalance to NIMBYism.

*! The Greater Boston Housing Report Card 2007-2007, Bluestone and Heudorfer, Northeastern
University’s Center for Urban and Regional Policy, 2007. The Housing Report Card covers a slightly
larger footprint than this Al does, including 161 Boston area cities and towns.
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Land Use and Zoning

Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediments

Action Steps

A disproportionate number of large
families are households of color.
Housing set aside for elders, and for
over-55 households, and zoning
requirements that favor housing with
smaller bedroom sizes have the effect
of depriving families of children from
housing opportunities.

1. Advocate for City zoning officials and

DHCD to limit the circumstances where age
restricted housing and housing with small
bedroom sizes are permitted in affordable
units.

Challenge to Chapter 40B, which is
the primary producer of affordable
housing in opportunity locations,
including the development of
accessible affordable and market rate
units for people with disabilities.

. Join existing advocacy efforts to campaign

against the repeal of Chapter 40B.

. Advocate for additional legislation that will

create stronger imperatives for suburban
communities to encourage the development
of affordable housing.

The fair housing effects of Chapter
40B are not known.

. Support DHCD’s study of effects of local

resident selection preferences in Chapter
40B housing.
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XIV. Federal Housing Policies and Fair Housing Choice

Federal housing programs influence the availability and location of assisted housing,
and exercise a profound affect on housing choice.

Other sections of the this Al identify as an impediment to fair housing choice the regional
concentration of publicly assisted housing in the City of Boston, and also the
concentration of assisted housing in low opportunity, racially identified areas
characterized by high levels of poverty. The Fair Housing Actions intended to address
those impediments are directed at programmatic initiatives that can be carried out by the
State and City officials who administer the programs.

Federal programs represent the largest share of assisted housing in Boston and the region.
It is long acknowledged that federal housing programs were used as tools to create
segregation in housing. In 1975, for example, a joint report of MCAD and the
Massachusetts Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights attributed
regional patterns of racial segregation to policies in the Federal Housing Administration
and the Veterans Administration single family mortgage insurance programs that denied
credit to minority homebuyers in minority identified neighborhoods and prohibited the
approval of credit for minority homebuyers seeking to live in White-identified areas. In
1997, HUD admitted its culpability for creating racial segregation in public housing by
issuing a notice in which the agency stated that, “For the first 25 years of [the U.S.
Housing Act], the Federal government permitted, if not encouraged segregation by race
in public housing developments.” Segregationist federal policies had a direct impact on
Boston. In NAACP, Boston Chapter v. HUD, the court found that HUD had failed to
fulfill its obligation under Title VIII to further fair housing by allowing federal public
housing funds and Community Development Block Grants to be used in a manner that
perpetuated segregated housing conditions.

Policies that account for the fair housing effects of federal housing policy have evolved to
the point where presidential executive orders now direct HUD to assume a leadership role
in interagency effort to further fair housing. In light of that obligation, this section of the
Updated AI explores the existence of impediments to fair housing in federal housing
programs.

Striking a Balance Between Expanded Opportunity and Investment in
Disinvested Places

Past and present discriminatory practices, zoning barriers, and public opposition play a
significant role in the location of assisted housing. However, a powerful factor
contributing to the concentration of assisted housing in low opportunity areas are the
structural features of assisted housing programs that impede the construction of
affordable housing in areas of higher opportunity. Some of these impediments are
statutory and legislation is the only remedy for correcting them. Many are in rules and
guidelines, and can be changed by the agency without need for legislation.
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There are countless examples of programmatic barriers that impede housing choice that
could be addressed. The objectives of the CDBG statute include both “the reduction of
the isolation of income groups within communities and geographical areas and the
promotion of an increase in the diversity and vitality of neighborhoods through the spatial
deconcentration of housing opportunities for persons of lower income and the
revitalization of deteriorating or deteriorated neighborhoods.” However, HUD rules
encourage recipient jurisdictions to undertake activities in low-income areas without also
creating incentives for “spatial deconcentration” and expanded housing choice. NSP
funds could be used to acquire abandoned or foreclosed properties in high opportunity
areas, but the program is administered to focus primarily on the most distressed locations.

A number of features of the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program encourage
concentration of assisted housing in low poverty areas without corresponding incentives
that expand the program to include high opportunity locations. For example, the Internal
Revenue Service has yet to publish rules providing guidance to state credit agencies on
the content of the Qualified Allocation Plans used to allocate LIHTC. While the tax
credit statute limits the financial incentives available to high poverty “qualified census
tracts” to areas that are subject to a comprehensive community revitalization plan, the
IRS provides no guidance on the required content of such a plan. Even though the IRS is
subject to the mandate to further fair housing expressed in Title VIII, the only fair
housing rules issued by the agency involve prohibitions on individual acts of
discrimination at LIHTC properties. They say nothing about the duty to expand housing
choice.

Program requirements in the lead-based paint hazard reduction programs target resources
to areas of low-income and deteriorated housing. While these resources are crucial for
reducing the incidence of lead poisoning in the City’s most deteriorated neighborhoods,
the program rules create no incentives for removal of lead in less deteriorated areas,
effectively closing off access by families with children to rental housing in those
neighborhoods. The Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher statute gives HUD considerable
discretion to establish the market areas upon which fair market rents and Section 8
payment standards are based. However, HUD exercises that discretion to establish large
market areas that fail to recognize rental pricing differences between high opportunity
and low opportunity areas, with consequence of limiting choice in the HCV program to
areas of low rent that are also low opportunity locations.

These and other similar structural impediments to housing choice do not recognize that
addressing housing market conditions in a manner that furthers fair housing requires a
balanced use of resources in locations that historically were deprived of public
investment, and in areas of opportunity that expand housing choice.
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Regional Approaches and Coordination of Housing, Educational,
Employment, Supportive Services, and Transportation Resources

It is evident that housing is not the only controlling factor of opportunity and choice.
Meaningful opportunity also depends on good schools, employment, a transportation
infrastructure, and medical, supportive and other services. The federal government
expends significant resources in all these program areas, yet those federal expenditures
are mostly not coordinated. Moreover, most federal resources are deployed at the level of
a single community, with little or no emphasis on a regional outlook that balances
investment in disinvested areas with expansion of opportunity.

Reasserting Federal Leadership for Furthering Fair Housing

Communities like Boston have the ability and some resources available to further fair
housing by both attacking discrimination through enforcement and by expanding housing
choice. The capacity for success at the community level is always enhanced by vigorous
federal fair housing leadership. That leadership can be exercised in a number of domains.

The Obama administration is, at this writing, considering a number of policy initiatives
that will important fair housing consequences. One is the administration’s effort to craft
a metropolitan sustainable communities agenda. However, a smart-growth focused
proposal will have little effect on housing choice without a strong fair housing
component. HUD is also preparing to unveil a newly authorized Choice Neighborhoods
program as a successor to HOPE VI. The program is focused on revitalizing assisted
housing in areas of extreme poverty, in coordination with education reforms. Lessons
from the HOPE VI program teach that in many places, revitalization of assisted housing
only duplicates the racial segregation and concentrations of poverty that preceded the
revitalization activities unless there are specific activities intended to offer residents of
assisted housing opportunities to live in locations with greater opportunity.

HUD can also accomplish less ambitious but nonetheless important objectives. It is
expected that the Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity will revise consolidated
plan, public housing agency plan, and other rules that currently define the obligation to
affirmatively further fair housing. The current rules are focused primarily on planning,
and HUD can do a great deal to aid in furthering fair housing by issuing a rule that
concretely defines how jurisdictions and housing authorities must account for barriers
affecting all protected classes under Title VIII, and how HUD will measure progress
towards the goal of removing those barriers and expanding housing choice. Despite the
issuance by the federal Access Board of revised Americans with Disabilities Act
Accessibility Guidelines in 2004, HUD has not yet updated its rules for architectural
access under Section 504. In addition, current Section 504 homeownership rules refer
only to outdated programs, leaving recipients of federal financial assistance and people
with disabilities with no guidance on whether or how to construct accessible
homeownership units with HUD funds.
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Finally, HUD and the U.S. Department of Justice have largely been absent from fair
housing enforcement activities for nearly a decade. The federal government can provide
the national leadership needed to advance the cause of fair housing with a vigorous,
collaborative fair housing enforcement strategy focused on such issues as race and
predatory lending, violations of Title VIII’'s design and construction requirements,
working together with state and local FHAP agencies, and local FHIP agencies.

Federal Housing Policies

Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediments

Action Steps

Federal housing programs incorporate
provisions that do not currently balance the
use of affordable housing resources in areas
of high poverty and racial concentration
targeted for revitalization and areas that will
expand housing choice in high opportunity
areas.

. Advocate for federal agencies to adopt

policies in existing programs that
encourage the use of affordable housing
resources like NSP and Low-Income
Housing Tax Credits in high opportunity
locations as well as revitalizing places
(including policies that address the
additional costs of developing in high
opportunity locations).

. Advocate for federal agencies to adopt

policies in new programs like the Tax
Credit Assistance Program and the
Capital Magnet Fund, that balance the
use of affordable housing resources in
areas of high poverty and racial
concentration targeted for revitalization
and areas that will expand housing
choice in high opportunity areas.

Challenge to proposals for new federal
housing initiatives, including the Choice
Neighborhoods Initiative, the Sustainable
Communities initiative, and the Transforming
Rental Assistance Initiative, which are
opportunities to reshape federal housing
policy to promote choice and fair housing.

. Support the Choice Neighborhoods

Initiative, the Sustainable Communities
initiative, and the Transforming Rental
Assistance initiative and advocate for
policies that expand housing choice for
low-income families who are members
of protected classes in areas of
opportunity.

Federal programs that support important local
and regional features that are opportunity
factors, such as transportation, education, and
economic development programs, are not
coordinated among themselves and with
housing programs to expand housing
opportunities.

. Advocate for regional approaches to

federal housing, transportation,
education, and job development
programs that facilitate equitable access
to opportunity for people living in high
poverty, racially concentrated locations.
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Federal Housing Policies
Summary of Impediments and Action Steps

Impediments Action Steps
Federal efforts to combat housing 1. Advocate for HUD to quickly adopt
discrimination lack the level of priority and rules for affirmatively furthering fair
coordination required to aggressively lead, housing, and Section 504
and support implementation of 2004 changes to the
fair housing enforcement at the local and state ADA Accessibility Guidelines.
level.

2. Establish a comprehensive fair housing
and fair lending testing and enforcement
program and initiate enforcement
actions.
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City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

XIV. Conclusions: Impediments and Strategies for Overcoming Them

This section summarizes the impediments identified by the Commission during its nine month investigation and presents a series of
action steps to mitigate or eliminate them. The recommendations, which have been endorsed by the Advisory Committee, were
informed by the analysis of demographic trends, conditions in the private and publicly assisted housing markets, discrimination
complaints, academic and market research, and a critical review of issues of race, place and housing opportunity in a metropolitan
context.

Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame

Housing and Structures of Opportunity: Fair housing choice allows a family to choose a residence that offers access to
opportunity outside the home such as healthy communities and good schools; impediments to choice are barriers to
opportunity.

As noted by the Mayor’s Task Force Blueprint 1. Establish partnership between OCR and Boston OCR, BPHC

Plan to Eliminate Racial and Ethnic Disparities Public Health Commission to bring a fair housing

in Health, racial isolation in Boston can affect voice to the implementation of the recommendation

health due to poor housing, environmental, and seeking a review of practices of City departments

public safety conditions. to improve health conditions in neighborhoods of
color.

2. Work with BPHC to seek funding to expand current | OCR, BPHC
neighborhood capacity building efforts to address
poor housing conditions, and public safety
concerns in housing.

Residential patterns of racial separation in the 1. Establish partnership with Boston Public Schools to | OCR, BPS
City impede access to higher quality schools. advocate to restore state funding for City schools.

2. Work with BPS to implement school improvement OCR, BPS
strategies in neighborhoods of color.
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City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Housing and Structures of Opportunity: Fair housing choice allows a family to choose a residence that offers access to
opportunity outside the home such as healthy communities and good schools; impediments to choice are barriers to

opportunity.

3. Work with BPS to revive discussions about OCR, BPS
changes to school assignment policies to improve
school choice for children in neighborhoods of
color.
Patterns of racial segregation in the 1. Establish partnership with state Department of DHCD, OCR
metropolitan area impede access by people of Housing and Community Development to
color to low-no poverty areas with high implement recommendations in Affirmative Fair
performing schools, jobs, good housing Housing Policy to promote the development of
conditions, and healthy living environments. affordable housing in opportunity locations.
Efforts to promote access to suburban schools | 1. Advocate to restore funding cuts to Metco program, | OCR, Metco
for children living in racially identified and to increase funding in future years to address a
neighborhoods are undermined by funding cuts lengthy program waiting list.
in the Metco program, which places children of
color in suburban schools.
Regional planning for employment by the 1. Encourage Commonwealth Corporation’s Regional | Common-
Commonwealth Corporation and for Workforce Strategies Initiative to conduct research | wealth
transportation by the Boston Region into any mismatch between workers in segregated | Corporation,
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) do neighborhoods and jobs. OCR, DHCD
not address a mismatch between where
workers of color reside, and the location of jobs.
2. Encourage Commonwealth Corporation to Common-
incorporate strategies to enhance job opportunity wealth
for workers in segregated neighborhoods as part of | Corporation,
the Regional Workforce Strategies Initiative. OCR, DHCD
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City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Housing and Structures of Opportunity: Fair housing choice allows a family to choose a residence that offers access to
opportunity outside the home such as healthy communities and good schools; impediments to choice are barriers to

opportunity.

3. Advocate with the MPO to study and make
recommendations to address any current mismatch
between workers of color and the location of jobs.

MPO, DCHD,
OCR
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Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame

Disproportionate Housing Needs Among Protected Classes: Lack of housing affordability and poor housing conditions
disproportionately affect households of color.

The City’s Consolidated Plan recognizes that 1. City departments should examine current policies OCR, DND,
the median income of Boston residents is lower for setting eligibility standards in Boston’s housing | BRA

than the media income for the region. Using programs, and evaluate strategies to balance the

Boston median income as the eligibility needs of the City’s lowest income families against

standard in the City’s housing programs would considerations of cost and the creation of stable

target resources at the lower income families, mixed income developments.

but might also impose higher development
costs, and reduce the ability to develop mixed-
income communities..

Housing resources available to the City are 1. Advocate with DHCD for the provision of state OCR, DND,
inadequate to provide capital subsidies housing assistance to provide additional capital BRA, DHCD
sufficient to serve the lowest income families in assistance to units targeted at the lowest income
units without operating assistance. families.
2. Continue and expand on collaborations between OCR, DND,
City housing agencies and non-City agencies with | BRA, DHCD,
housing resources in order to leverage a greater BHA, MBHP
number of units serving the lowest income
households.
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City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Housing for People with Disabilities: The Supreme Court decision in Olmstead v. L.C. requires that people with disabilities
(including people with significant disabilities) have the opportunity to receive supportive services in the most integrated
setting appropriate for their individual needs; affordable, accessible housing is an essential component of this mandate.

The Commonwealth lacks a comprehensive 1. Advocate for funding to continue ADA planning; OCR, DHCD,
plan to develop integrated, community-based, establish a working group at the state level to MassHousing
permanent supportive housing for people with create a comprehensive community-based housing | EOHHS
significant disabilities to enable them to live plan for people with disabilities in institutions or at
outside of institutional settings and quasi- risk of institutionalization.
institutional settings, as required by the ADA.
Federal funding that could support this planning
as part of planning to carry out this planning is
ending
2. Urge DHCD to adopt a set-aside of units in general | OCR, DHCD

occupancy LIHTC developments for non-elderly

people with disabilities, and to adopt best practices

from other states in its QAP to facilitate the

development of integrated housing for people with

disabilities.

3. Support DHCD effort to amend relevant statutes to | OCR, DHCD,

allow for-profit entities to participate in CBH and EOHHS

FCF programs.
The BHA and DHCD utilize Project-Based 1. Advocate for the restoration of budget cuts to OCR, DHCD,
Housing Choice Vouchers to create permanent programs that provide supportive services to EOHHS

supportive housing for people with disabilities,
but budget cuts undermine access to supportive
services by tenants.

people with disabilities in community-based
settings.
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City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Housing for People with Disabilities: The Supreme Court decision in Olmstead v. L.C. requires that people with disabilities
(including people with significant disabilities) have the opportunity to receive supportive services in the most integrated
setting appropriate for their individual needs; affordable, accessible housing is an essential component of this mandate.

A significant number of technical and scoping 1. Advocate for amendments to MAAB rules or state | CHAPA,
standards used by the Massachusetts law to ensure that Massachusetts dwelling units OCR
Architectural Access Board provide a lesser are constructed under standards that are either

level of housing accessibility for people with substantial equivalent to federal law or provide a

disabilities than required by federal law. greater level of accessibility.

Because MAAB rules are incorporated into the

state building code, many units are built that do

not comply with federal accessibility standards.

Programs that fund structural modifications in 1. Advocate for the changes to the Home Modification | OCR, DHCD,
dwelling units occupied by tenants, including Loan Program and similar programs, to make funds | DND

the Home Modification Loan Program, are
targeted at owners of properties with 10 or more
units, who, under Chapter 151B, must make
reasonable modifications at the owner’s
expense. Insufficient funds are available to
tenants in properties in less than 10 units,
where the obligation to pay for modifications is
imposed on the resident.

available for grant and loan programs to pay for
structural modifications in small properties.
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Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Discrimination in Mortgage Lending, Predatory Lending, and Foreclosures: The combined effect of discrimination in

mortgage lending, predatory lending practices targeted at people and neighborhoods of color, and the resulting wave of
foreclosures deprive households of color equal access to homeownership.

The lag in purchases between members of 1. Establish a comprehensive fair housing and fair BFHC,
protected classes and other home buyers, and lending testing and enforcement program and MCAD, other
the disproportionate denial of mortgage credit initiate enforcement actions. local FHAP,
affecting homebuyers of color indicate GBFHC,
continuing levels of housing discrimination in Attorney
the real estate and lending industries. General, US
Attorney
. Establish a research project using HMDA data to OCR,
identify lenders with high rates of loan denials GBFHC
involving members of protected classes and utilize
the Community Reinvestment Act to influence
lender conduct.
Subprime lending is concentrated in . Incorporate enforcement of new federal laws BFHC,
neighborhoods in Boston predominated by regulating subprime lending into the MCAD, other
people of color. These same neighborhoods comprehensive fair housing and fair lending testing | local FHAP,
are the areas with the highest rates of and enforcement program. GBFHC,
foreclosure. Attorney
General, US
Attorney
. Continue targeted use of NSP funds to stabilize DND

racially identified neighborhoods.
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City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Discrimination in Mortgage Lending, Predatory Lending, and Foreclosures: The combined effect of discrimination in

mortgage lending, predatory lending practices targeted at people and neighborhoods of color, and the resulting wave of
foreclosures deprive households of color equal access to homeownership.

3. Expand resources for foreclosure counseling. OCR, Boston
Home
Center,
DHCD, DND
There is little information about the 1. Gather data on loan modification programs OCR, AG,
effectiveness of loan modification programs for available to households in Boston, examine the DHCD

households facing foreclosure.

number of modifications that stabilize families in
their homes and prevent foreclosure, and
determine if loan modifications are available on an
equal basis to homeowners of color and other
protected classes.
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Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Assisted Housing: Significant numbers of people within protected classes either need or reside in housing with local, state,
or federal assistance; access to assisted housing, and the locational characteristics of assisted housing affected access to

opportunity.

A disproportionate share of project-based . Convene a working group to develop strategies for | DND, BRA,
assisted housing in Boston is located in racially the use of City housing resources to address OCR, BHA
concentrated areas. issues of land availability, zoning barriers, and
other impediments to the siting of affordable
housing in neighborhoods lacking a fair share of
the City’s affordable inventory.
A disproportionate share of the region’s project- | 1. Urge DHCD to establish a Project-Based Voucher | OCR, DHCD,
based assisted housing is located in Boston, program specifically targeted at offering the City’s MBHP
and not in suburban communities. public housing families with children assisted
housing in racially integrated, low poverty areas,
including municipalities outside Boston.
. Establish working a working group including DHCD, OCR,
planning departments and local housing authorities | Local
in high opportunity communities outside of Boston | planning and
to leverage local resources with state and federal housing
resources to support the construction of assisted agencies
family housing in opportunity locations.
LHAs outside Boston utilize local resident . Advocate for repeal of local resident selection DHCD, OCR

selection preferences in admissions to their
state and federal housing programs, which have
the effect of discouraging people of color from
applying; and/or limits their ability to participate
in the programs.

preference in state public housing programs where

there is a discriminatory effect on protected groups.
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Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame

Assisted Housing: Significant numbers of people within protected classes either need or reside in housing with local, state,
or federal assistance; access to assisted housing, and the locational characteristics of assisted housing affected access to
opportunity.

2. Condition receipt of state housing assistance on DHCD, OCR
repeal of local resident selection preferences in
federal housing programs.

Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program 1. Complete a survey of rental costs in the housing OCR, DHCD,
and Massachusetts Rental Voucher Program market to understand the purchasing power of HCV | BHA, MBHP
fair market rent standards are too low to and MRVP in opportunity areas and advocate for

facilitate participant moves to high opportunity increases in fair market rents.

areas throughout the State.
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City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame
Housing Choice: Furthering fair housing includes activities that expand choices in the housing market.
Although City and state agencies have taken 1. Convene a working group to assess compliance OCR, DHCD,
steps to provide language access to housing with federal language access requirements among | DND, MBHP,
programs for people with limited English- agencies and their grantees, and to develop HUD,
speaking ability, progress is inconsistent among strategies for pooling resources to improve MassHousing
the agencies, and among the housing providers language access. and other
that receive City, state, and federal funds. quasi-publics
Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher and MRVP | 1. Reestablish a mobility counseling program usinga | OCR, BHA,
participants are concentrated in lower programmatic structure similar to the Gautreaux DHCD, HUD,
opportunity areas. program and the Regional Opportunity Counseling | MBHP
program, supported with new allocations of
Housing Choice Vouchers, and administrative fees
to pay for counseling and related costs. Include
MRVP in these efforts, and consider collaborations
with Consumer Housing Education Centers.

2. Establish a comprehensive fair housing testing and | BFHC,
enforcement program and initiate enforcement MCAD, other
actions to identify instances of discrimination based | FHAP,
on receipt of public assistance. FHCGB,

AGO, US
Attorney,
BHA, DMCD,
MBHP

3. Restore funding to Consumer Housing Education

Centers.
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Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame

Housing Choice: Furthering fair housing includes activities that expand choices in the housing market.

Families seeking affordable housing need to be | 1. Continue Metrolist and Affirmative Marketing OCR, DHCD
aware of opportunities outside their programs to inform home seekers about housing
neighborhoods. options.

2. Establish a working group of metropolitan CDBG OCR, DHCD,
entitlement communities, and communities with local
Community Preservation Act funds to develop communities
affirmative fair housing marketing guidelines and
list units with Metrolist.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice City of Boston
March 24, 2010 Page 107




City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Fair Housing Enforcement: Vigorous and com
furthering fair housing.

prehensive enforcement of fair housing laws is an essential feature

of

Rates of favorable outcomes for complainants . Conduct in-depth file reviews of fair housing BFHC,
in fair housing complaints are less than the level complaints to determine the reasons for the high MCAD
of success that might be predicted based on fair rates of unfavorable complainant outcomes, and
housing audits. adopt strategies to address the findings.
. Secure additional resources to fund expanded fair | OCR, MCAD
housing outreach and education activities. GBFHC,
HUD, DHCD
Very few fair housing enforcement actions . Establish a comprehensive, regional design and OCR,
involve issue of compliance with design and construction testing and enforcement program MCAD,
construction requirements to assure fair involving multiple agencies. GBFHC,
housing for people with disabilities. HUD
. Secure additional resources to fund expanded fair | OCR,
housing outreach and education activities, aimed GBFHC,
especially at design and construction. MCAD, HUD
There is a need for improved communication . MCAD should conduct a review of its policies for OCR, MCAD

between MCAD and other FHAP agencies
regarding the inclusion of public interest
provisions in conciliation agreements, such as
training or other elements that promote fair
housing goals, such as provisions that facilitate
applications for lead paint removal funds, and
listing of units with Metrolist.

public interest provisions, and revise as needed to

align them with practices by other FHAP agencies.
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Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Fair Housing Enforcement: Vigorous and com
furthering fair housing.

prehensive enforcement of fair housing laws is an essential feature

of

2. MCAD should coordinate with local fair housing
agencies to leverage resources for the inclusion of
public interest provisions in conciliation of individual
cases

HUD takes little or no enforcement action in
concurrent matters involving Title VIII issues
investigated by MCAD, OCR, and other FHAP
agencies, and issues concerning civil rights
laws prohibiting discrimination in programs

receiving federal financial assistance.

1. Establish a working group including HUD to
examine HUD practices regarding concurrent
investigations, and revise practices as needed.

OCR, MCAD,
HUD
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City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame

Private Housing: Expanded access to privately owned housing by people in protected classes is an essential feature of
affirmatively furthering fair housing.

The City has made tremendous progress in 1. Continue targeting federal funds for lead paint DND
reducing the incidence of elevated blood levels hazard reduction to neighborhoods with greatest

of lead resulting from lead based paint. There percentage of EBL cases, and highest rate of

are greater percentages of EBL cases, and a EBLs.

higher rate of EBLs in racially concentrated

neighborhoods.

Families with children using Section 8 Housing | 1. Create a program to coordinate targeted use of OCR, DND,
Choice Vouchers and MRVP are often denied lead hazard reduction funds in units with HCV and | DHCD,
housing when housing quality inspections MRVP. MBHP, BHA

detect the presence of lead-based paint.

2. Establish a comprehensive fair housing-lead paint | OCR, MCAD,
testing and enforcement program and initiate AGO
enforcement actions to identify instances of
discrimination based on receipt of rental

assistance.
There is a lack of awareness of fair housing 1. Fund and carry out fair housing education and OCR,
among real estate professionals, landlords, and training activities targeted at real estate GBFHC,
jurisdictions in the metropolitan area. professionals, landlords, and housing and planning | DHCD, local
departments in regional communities. housing
partnerships
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice City of Boston

March 24, 2010 Page 110




City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame
Prejudice and Bias: Unfounded assumptions and fears about members of protected classes are an impediment to fair

housing choice.

Community leaders in Boston, and in the 1. Create and carry out a curriculum promoting OCR, BPS
region’s cities and towns do not openly express diversity for BPS students.

a commitment to inclusive, diverse

communities, and sometimes resist affordable

housing that might promote inclusiveness.

2. Form neighbor networks in Boston neighborhoods | OCR, DNC,
to promote inclusive, welcoming neighborhoods for | GBREB
newcomers

3. Work with local housing partnerships to establish OCR, MHP,
neighbor networks outside Boston to promote local
inclusive, welcoming communities for newcomers. | communities,

GBREB

4. Work with state agencies to promote fair housing in | OCR, DHCD,
the region. AGO

5. Develop a press strategy to promote press OCR,
coverage that enhances public understanding of GBFHC
fair housing.

A lack of awareness of fair housing laws 1. Fund and carry out LEP education and outreach OCR, DHCD,
impedes access to regional communities by targeted at housing and planning departments in local housing
individuals with limited English speaking ability. regional communities. partnerships

2. Develop LEP materials for CDBG communities OCR, DHCD
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Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Land Use and Zoning: Land use policies preclude a fair and equal distribution of housing types within and among the
region’s communities, including rental and for-sale housing, multifamily and single family housing, and affordable and

market rate housing.

Income limit and other inclusionary zoning 1. Establish a working group to develop collaborative | OCR, DND,
policies do not facilitate access to 1Z units by strategies to promote access by extremely low- BRA, BHA
extremely low-income and very-low income income and very-low income households to IZ units
households of color. by providing additional capital or rental subsidy, by
granting additional zoning concessions, and similar
mechanisms.
. Market 1Z units through the City’s Home Center OCR, DND,
BRA
Off-site 1Z units are often located in high . The collaborative working group should examine OCR, DND,
poverty, racially concentrated locations. strategies for addressing the lack of land, and the BRA
cost of acquiring parcels for off-site 1Z units in low
poverty, integrated areas of the City.
Both inside Boston and in the region, public . Fund an exclusionary zoning initiative to track the OCR, DCHD,
opposition to affordable housing in low-no progress of land use applications for affordable Attorney
poverty areas impedes expanded housing housing in opportunity areas and use the initiative | General ,
choice. to insert fair housing considerations into land use GBFHC
decisions as a counterbalance to NIMBYism.
A disproportionate number of large families are . Advocate for City zoning officials and DHCD to limit | OCR, DND,
households of color. Housing set aside for the circumstances where age restricted housing BRA, DHCD

elders, and for over-55 households, and zoning
requirements that favor housing with smaller
bedroom sizes have the effect of depriving
families of children from housing opportunities.

and housing with small bedroom sizes are
permitted in affordable units.
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Impediment

Action

Responsible
Partners

Time
Frame

Land Use and Zoning: Land use policies preclude a fair and equal distribution of housing types within and among the
region’s communities, including rental and for-sale housing, multifamily and single family housing, and affordable and

market rate housing.

Challenge to Chapter 40B, which is the primary
producer of affordable housing in opportunity
locations, including the development of
accessible affordable and market rate units for
people with disabilities.

. Join existing advocacy efforts to campaign against

the repeal of Chapter 40B.

OCR,
GBFHC

. Advocate for additional legislation that will create

stronger imperatives for suburban communities to
encourage the development of affordable housing.

Advisory
Committee,
GBFHC

The fair housing effects of Chapter 40B are not
known.

. Support DHCD'’s study of effects of local resident

selection preferences in Chapter 40B housing.

OCR,
Advisory
Committee,
GBFHC
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Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame
Federal Policies: Federal housing programs influence the availability and location of assisted housing, and exercise a

profound affect on housing choice.

Federal housing programs incorporate . Advocate for federal agencies to adopt policies in OCR,
provisions that do not currently balance the use existing programs that encourage the use of DHCD,
of affordable housing resources in areas of high affordable housing resources like NSP and Low- Advisory
poverty and racial concentration targeted for Income Housing Tax Credits in high opportunity Committee,
revitalization and areas that will expand housing locations as well as revitalizing places (including GBFHC,
choice in high opportunity areas. policies that address the additional costs of DHCD, HUD,
developing in high opportunity locations). Treasury
Department
. Advocate for federal agencies to adopt policies in OCR, DHCD,
new programs like the Tax Credit Assistance Advisory
Program and the Capital Magnet Fund, that Committee,
balance the use of affordable housing resources in | GBFHC,
areas of high poverty and racial concentration HUD,
targeted for revitalization and areas that will Treasury
expand housing choice in high opportunity areas. Department
Challenge to proposals for new federal housing . Support the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative, the OCR, DHCD,
initiatives, including the Choice Neighborhoods Sustainable Communities initiative, and the Advisory
Initiative, the Sustainable Communities Transforming Rental Assistance initiative and Committee,
initiative, and the Transforming Rental advocate for policies that expand housing choice GBFHC,
Assistance Initiative, which are opportunities to for low-income families who are members of HUD

reshape federal housing policy to promote
choice and fair housing.

protected classes in areas of opportunity.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
March 24, 2010

City of Boston
Page 114




City of Boston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Impediments and Fair Housing Actions

Impediment Action Responsible Time
Partners Frame
Federal Policies: Federal housing programs influence the availability and location of assisted housing, and exercise a

profound affect on housing choice.

Federal programs that support important local . Advocate for regional approaches to federal OCR, DHCD,
and regional features that are opportunity housing, transportation, education, and job regional
factors, such as transportation, education, and development programs that facilitate equitable offices of
economic development programs, are not access to opportunity for people living in high federal
coordinated among themselves and with poverty, racially concentrated locations. agencies.
housing programs to expand housing

opportunities.

Federal efforts to combat housing discrimination | 1. Advocate for HUD to quickly adopt rules for OCR, HUD
lack the level of priority and coordination affirmatively furthering fair housing, and Section

required to aggressively lead, and support 504 implementation of 2004 changes to the ADA

fair housing enforcement at the local and state Accessibility Guidelines.

level.

. Establish a comprehensive fair housing and fair BFHC, HUD,
lending testing and enforcement program and MCAD, other
initiate enforcement actions. local FHAP,

GBFHC,
Attorney
General, US
Attorney
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Appendix A

Advisory Committee

Victoria Williams, Chair
Executive Director,
Boston Office of Civil Rights

Barbara Chandler, Fair Housing Manager
Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership

Nadine Cohen
Greater Boston Legal Services

Francisca Fajana
Massachusetts Law Reform Institute

Robert Gehret
Deputy Director, Policy Development and Research Division
Boston Department of Neighborhood Development

Deborah Goddard, General Counsel
Massachusetts Dept. of Housing and Community Development

David Harris, Managing Director
Charles Hamilton Houston Institute for Race and Justice

Malcolm S. Medley, Commissioner
Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination

William G. Mullen, III, Legal Counsel & Director of Risk Management
Greater Boston Real Estate Board

Marilyn O’Sullivan, Deputy Director for Operations
Boston Housing Authority

Karen Weiner, Deputy Director
Citizens' Housing and Planning Association

Dolores Acevedo-Garcia, Associate Director
Institute on Urban Health Research
Northeastern University

Marlena Richardson, Deputy Director
Office of Civil Rights/Boston Fair Housing Commission

Bonnie Heudorfer and Henry Korman
Consultants
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Appendix B

Metro Boston Municipalities and their Kirwan Institute ‘“Opportunity’’ Ratings

Kirwan Kirwan Kirwan

County City/Town Classification| County City/Town Classification| County City/Town Classification
Plymoutr | Abingbon High | Plymouth Hanson High |Middlesex |Pepperell High
Middlesex | Acton Very High|Essex Haverhill Low | Norfokk Plainvile High
Essex Amesbury High | Plymouth Hingham High |Plymouth  |Plymout High
Essex Andover Very High| Norfok Holbrook Low |Plymouth  |Plympton High
Middlesex | Arlingbon Very High| Middlesex |Holisbn Very High| Norlk Quincy Moderate
Middlesex | Ashby Very High| Middlesex |Hopkinton Very High| Norblk Randolph Low
Middlesex | Ashland High |Middlesex |[Hudson High |Middlesex |Reading Very High
No rfolk Avon Low [Plymouh Hull Moderate| Sufiolk Revere Low
Middlesex | Ayer Moderate| Essex Ipswich High | Plymout Rochester High
Middlesex | Bedford Very High| Plymouh  |Kingston Moderate| Plymouth  |Rockland Moderate
No rfolk Bellingham Very High| Plymouth Lakevile Moderate| Essex Rockport High
Middlesex | Belmont Very High| Essex Lawrence Very Low | Essex Rowley High
Essex Beverly High |Middlesex |Lexingion Very High| Essex Salem Low
Middlesex | Billerica High |Middlesex |Lincoin Very High| Essex Salisbury High
Sufolk Bosbon Low |Middlesex [Litiebn Very High| Essex Saugus Moderate
Middlesex | Boxborough Very High| Middlesex |Lowell Very Low |Plymouth  |Scituak Very High
Essex Boxford Very High|Essex Lynn Very Low |Norfokk Sharon Very High
No rfolk Braintre e High | Essex Lynnfield Very High| Middlesex |Sherbom Very High
Plymouth | Bridgewater High |Middlesex |[Malden Low Middlesex  |Shirley High
Plymouth Brockton Very Low | Essex Manchester Very High| Middlesex |Somerville Moderate
No rfolk Brookline Very High| Essex Marblehead Very High| Middlesex  |Stbneham Moderate
Middlesex  Burlingion Very High| Plymouh  |Marion Moderate| Norfolk Sbughton Moderate
Middlesex | Cambridge High |Middlesex |Marlborough High |Middlesex |Stow Very High
No rfolk Canton High [Plymout Marshfield Moderate| Middlesex  |Sudbury Very High
Middlesex | Carlisle Very High| Plymouth Mattapoiset High | Essex Swampscott Very High
Plymout Carver Moderate| Middlesex  |Maynard High |Middlesex |Tewksbury High
Middlesex | Chelmsford Very High|Norfolk Medfield Very High| Essex Topsfield Very High
Sufolk Chelsea Very Low | Middlesex |Medford Moderate| Middlesex | Townsend Very High
Norfolk Cohasset Very High| Norfok Medway Very High| Middlesex | Tyngsborough Moderate
Middlesex  Concord Very High| Middlesex |Melrose High |Middlesex |Wakefeld High
Essex Danvers High |Essex Merrimac Very High| Norolk Walpole High
No rfolk Dedham Very High| Essex Methuen Moderate| Middlesex  |Walham Very High
No rfolk Dover Very High| Plymouth Middleborough Moderate| Plymouth Wareham Low
Middlesex  Dracut High | Essex Middleton High |Middlesex |Watertown Very High
Middlesex  Dunstable Very High|Norfokk Milis High |Middlesex |Wayland Very High
Plymouth Duxbury High | Norflk Milion Very High| Norblk Wellesley Very High
Plymouth EastBridgewater High |Essex N ahant High | Essex Wenham Moderate
Essex Essex Very High|Middlesex | Nafck Very High| Plymouth WestBridgewater Moderate
Middlesex  Everet Low | Norfolk Needham Very High| Essex WestNew bury Very High
Norfolk Foxborough Very High|Essex Newbury High |Middlesex |Westord Very High
Middlesex  Framingham Moderate| Essex Newburyport Moderate| Middlesex |Weston Very High
No rfolk Franklin High |Middlesex |Newtn Very High| Norlk Westwood Very High
Essex Georgebwn High |Norfokk N orfolk Very High| Norlk Weymout Moderate
Essex Gloucester Moderate| Essex North Andover Very High| Plymouth  |Whitman High
Middlesex | Grobn High |Middlesex |North Reading Very High| Middlesex  |Wilmingbn High
Essex Groveland Very High| Plymouth Norwell Very High| Middlesex |Winchester Very High
Plymouth Halifax High [Norbk Norwood Moderate| Sufok Winthrop Moderate
Essex Hamifon Very High|Essex Peabody Moderate| Middlesex | Woburn High
Plymouth Hanover High | Plymouth Pembroke High | Norblk Wrentham High
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1997 AI

Insert Table from 1997 Al
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Appendix D
Demographic Tables
Table D-1 Total Disabilities Tallied, Boston
Category of Disability Number Percent of all
Tallied

Disabilities
Sensory 15,798 7.9%
Physical 37,895 18.9%
Mental 26,882 13.4%
Self-Care 15,020 7.5%
Go-Outside-the-Home 49,645 24.7%
Employment 55,445 27.6%
Total Tallied 200,685 100.0%

Source: U.S. Decennial Census, 2000

Table D-2 People with Disabilities by Age, Race, and Disability

% of % of % of % of
Raciall Raciall Racial/ Racial/
White Ethnic Ethnic Ethnic Ethnic
Alone, Not| Group w Black Group w Asian Group w Group w
Hispanic | Disability | Alone | Disability | Alone | Disability | Hispanic | Disability | Total

Total disabilities tallied:| 94,310| 47.0%| 61,243 30.5%| 14,115 7.0%| 34,802| 17.3%| 200,685
5 to 15 years: 1,270 20.9%| 2,798| 46.1% 340 5.6% 1,929| 31.8%| 6,064
Sensory disability 116| 15.9% 305| 41.9% 48 6.6% 276 37.9% 728
Physical disability 158 19.1% 353| 42.6% 24 2.9% 268| 32.3% 829
Mental disability 822| 24.0% 1,615 47.1% 198 5.8% 981 28.6% 3,426
Self-care disability 174 16.1% 525 48.6% 70 6.5% 404 37.4% 1,081
16 to 64 years: 58,432 41.2%| 46,753| 33.0%| 10,689 7.5%| 29,648| 20.9%| 141,833
Sensory disability 3,706 51.5% 1,855 25.8% 416 5.8% 1,450 20.1% 7,203
Physical disability 8,959| 44.7% 6,952 34.7% 948 4.7% 3,602| 18.0%| 20,058
Mental disability 7,623| 48.1% 4,410 27.8% 1,341 8.5% 2,972 18.7%| 15,852
Self-care disability 2,963 42.0% 2,166 30.7% 569 8.1% 1,652 23.4% 7,047
Go-outside-home

disability 12,095| 33.4%| 13,289| 36.7% 3,500 9.7% 8,681| 24.0%| 36,228
Employment disability 23,086 41.6%| 18,081 32.6% 3,915 7.1%| 11,291 20.4%| 55,445
65 years and over: 34,608 65.6%| 11,692| 22.1%| 3,086 5.8%| 3,225 6.1%| 52,788
Sensory disability 5,368 68.2% 1,621 20.6% 447 5.7% 428 5.4% 7,867
Physical disability 11,277| 66.3% 3,852| 22.6% 818 4.8% 991 5.8%| 17,008
Mental disability 4,692| 61.7% 1,694 22.3% 587 7.7% 632 8.3% 7,604
Self-care disability 4,514 65.5% 1,568| 22.8% 396 5.7% 380 5.5% 6,892
Go-outside-home

disability 8,757| 65.3% 2,957 22.0% 838 6.2% 794 5.9%| 13,417

Source: U.S. Decennial Census, 2000
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Table D-3 People with Disabilities in Boston Neighborhoods in 2000
Total
Planning 5to15 [ Witha | 16t020 | Witha | 21to 64 | Witha | 65to 74 | Witha | 75years| Witha | witha
District Total* years |disability| years |disability| years |disability| years [disability | and over [disability | disability
Boston
Citywide 548,799| 72,182 5,025| 50,324 8,104|368,831( 80,856 30,530 11,642| 26,932| 14,626(120,253
% 100.0 13.2 0.9 9.2 1.5 67.2 14.7 5.6 21 4.9 2.7 0.2
East Boston 35,455 5,398 294 2,590 687| 23,017 7,637 2,092 934 2,358 1,414] 10,966
% 100 15.2 0.8 7.3 1.9 64.9 21.5 5.9 2.6 6.7 4| 30.9%
Charlestown 14,336 1,700 131 491 110| 10,485 1,556 1,031 391 629 380 2,568
% 100 119 0.9 3.4 0.8 731 10.9 7.2 2.7 4.4 271 17.9%
South Boston 27,990 3,470 224 1,265 191 19,603 4,042 1,982 727 1,670 812 5,996
% 100 124 0.8 4.5 0.7 70 14.4 71 2.6 6 29| 21.4%
Central 23,749 912 101 1,573 208 17,197 2,352 1,945 690 2,122 1,143 4,494
% 100 3.8 0.4 6.6 0.9 72.4 9.9 8.2 2.9 8.9 48| 18.9%
Back Bay -
Beacon Hill 25,662 442 15 1,851 269| 21,251 1,984 1,264 231 854 393 2,892
% 100 1.7 0.1 7.2 1 82.8 7.7 4.9 0.9 3.3 15| 11.3%
South End 26,882 2,585 186 1,456 306( 20,577 4,140 1,354 554 910 527 5,713
% 100 9.6 0.7 54 1.1 76.5 15.4 5 2.1 3.4 2| 21.3%
Fenway-
Kenmore 35,807 699 541 13,679 898| 19,735 2,499 807 402 887 523 4,376
% 100 2 0.2 38.2 2.5 55.1 7 2.3 1.1 2.5 1.5 12.2%
Allston-
Brighton 66,899 3,581 240 6,425 743| 50,672 6,978 2,966 1,044 3,255 1,760 10,765
% 100 54 0.4 9.6 1.1 75.7 10.4 4.4 1.6 4.9 26| 16.1%
Jamaica Plain 34915 4110 378 2106 414| 25436 5141 1751 717 1512 891 7,541
% 100 11.8 1.1 6 1.2 729 14.7 5 2.1 4.3 26| 21.6%
Roxbury 51,005 11,686 923 4,404 996| 30,080 9,894 2,772 1,227 2,063 1,235 14,275
% 100 22.9 1.8 8.6 2 59 194 54 24 4 24| 28.0%
Dorchester 25,671 4,673 363 2,079 523| 16,651 4,606 1,296 654 972 569 6,715
% 100 18.2 1.4 8.1 2 64.9 17.9 5 2.5 3.8 22| 26.2%
Dorchester 58,721 11,681 660 4,524 1,118| 36,977| 10,756 3,127 1,328 2,412 1,296| 15,158
% 100 19.9 1.1 7.7 1.9 63 18.3 53 23 4.1 22| 25.8%
Dorchester
(combined) 84,392| 16,354 1,023 6,603 1,641| 53,628| 15,362 4,423 1,982 3,384 1,865| 21,873
% 100%]| 19.40%| 1.20%| 7.80%| 1.90%| 63.50%]| 18.20%| 5.20%| 2.30%| 4.00%| 2.20%]| 25.9%
Mattapan 34,215 7,943 555 2,677 575| 20,972 6,368 1,676 731 947 609 8,838
% 100 23.2 1.6 7.8 1.7 61.3 18.6 4.9 2.1 2.8 1.8] 25.8%
Roslindale 31,549 4,998 486 2,050 444| 20,938 4,715 1,953 631 1,610 694 6,970
% 100 15.8 15 6.5 1.4 66.4 14.9 6.2 2 5.1 22| 221%
West Roxbury [ 25,982 3,191 135 1,047 148| 16,567 3,042 2,446 673 2,731 1,403 5,401
% 100 123 0.5 4 0.6 63.8 11.7 9.4 2.6 10.5 54| 20.8%
Hyde Park 29,323 5,106 280 2,107 474| 18,079 4813 2,057 708 1,974 951 7,226
% 100 17.4 1 7.2 1.6 61.7 16.4 7 24 6.7 3.2| 24.6%

* Non-institutionalized population 5 yrs & over

Source: Boston Population 2000: Selected Social Characteristics (Boston Redevelopment Authority, 2003)
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Table D-4 Self Care Disability by Age and Employment Status, Boston v Balance of
Metro, 2000-2005/2007
2000 2005-2007 % Change 2000 - 2005/2007
Sex by Age by Self Care 5county = Boston @ Boston's 5county = Boston @ Boston's 5 county = Boston
Disability Status™ total city share Balance total city share Balance total city  Balance
Total: 3,113,418| 476,617 15.3%| 2,636,801 3,194,109| 493,007 15.4%| 2,701,102 2.6% 3.4% 2.4%
# with a self-care disability 77,163 14,660 19.0% 62,503 85,482 15,737 18.4% 69,745 10.8% 7.3%| 11.6%
% with a self-care disability 2.5% 3.1% 2.4% 2.7% 3.2% 2.6%
16 to 64 years: 2,632,056 419,155 159%)| 2,212,901| 2,710,619 434,298] 16.0%| 2,276,321| 3.0%| 3.6%| 2.9%
# with a self-care disability 35,693 7,658 21.5% 28,035 41,799 8,085 19.3% 33,714 171% 5.6%| 20.3%
% w ith a self-care disability 1.4% 1.8% 1.3% 1.5% 1.9% 1.5%
65 to 74 years: 256,030 30,530 11.9%| 225,500 249,694, 30,771 12.3%| 218,923| -2.5% 0.8%| -2.9%
# w ith a self-care disability 11,194 2,200 19.7% 8,994 11,568 2,229 19.3% 9,339 3.3% 1.3% 3.8%
% w ith a self-care disability 4.4% 7.2% 4.0% 4.6% 7.2% 4.3%
75 years and over: 225,332 26,932 12.0%| 198,400 233,796 27,938 11.9%| 205,858 3.8% 3.7% 3.8%
# with a self-care disability 30,276 4,802 15.9% 25,474 32,115 5,423 16.9% 26,692 6.1%| 12.9% 4.8%
% with a self-care disability 13.4% 17.8% 12.8% 13.7% 19.4% 13.0%

* Civilian Non-Institutionalized Population Age 16 and Over
Source: U.S. Decennial Census, 2000; American Community Survey, 2005-2007

Table D-5 Foreign Born Population in Boston
Largest Groups in Neighborhoods with
Foreign Greater Than Average Foreign Born
Name Total Pop. Born Percent Population
El Salvador, Columbia, Brazil, ltaly,
East Boston 38,413 16,051 41.8%|Vietnam
Charlestown 15,195 2,111 13.9%
S. Boston 29,965 3,717 12.4%
Central 25,173 6,769 26.9%
Back Bay-Beacon Hill 26,721 4,139 15.5%
South End 28,239 5,809 20.6%
Fenway-Kenmore 35,602 7,701 21.6%
Allston-Brighton 69,648 22,016 31.6%|China, Brazil, Russia, Ireland, Ukraine
Jamaica Plain 38,196 8,702 22.8%
Roxbury 56,658 11,586 20.4%
N. Dorchester 28,775 9,910 34.4%
S. Dorchester 63,340 19,857 31.3%
Vietnam, Haiti, Jamaica, Dominican
Dorchester Combined 92,115 29,767 32.3%|Republic, Trinidad & Tobago
Haiti, Jamaica, Trinidad & Tobago,
Mattapan 37,607 11,249 29.9% |Barbados, Dominican Republic
Haiti, Dominican Republic, Greece,
Roslindale 34,618 9,052 26.1%|China, Ireland
W. Roxbury 28,753 4,929 17.1%
Haiti, Jamaica, Dominican Republic,
Hyde Park 31,598 8,186 25.9% |Nigeria, Trinidad & Tobago
Total 588,501 151,836 25.8%
Total in Concentrated
Planning DistrictD 98,855 65.1%

Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority, Census 2000 Neighborhood and Subneighborhood Reports;
Boston Redevelopment Authority, New Bostonians 2005 Denotes Minority Concentrated Area, White

Concentrated Area
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Table D-6 Percent of Foreign Born Population with Linguistic Isolation* by
Language Group
Total # Foreign | % Foreign Indo- Asian-
Name Population Born Born Spanish | European | Pacific Other Total
East Boston 38,413| 16,051 41.8%| 27.0% 6.3% 2.4% 0.6%| 36.3%
Charlestown 15,195 2,111 13.9% 5.0% 1.3% 2.9% 0.4% 9.6%
S. Bosfon 29,965 3,717 12.4% 4.3% 2.2% 2.6% 0.1% 9.2%
Central 25,173 6,769 26.9% 0.8% 3.1%| 13.7% 0.0%| 17.6%
Back Bay-Beacon Hill 26,721 4,139 15.5% 0.9% 2.0% 1.2% 0.3% 4.4%
South End 28,239 5,809 20.6% 7.6% 1.1% 6.6% 0.8%| 16.1%
Fenway-Kenmore 35,602 7,701 21.6% 2.8% 3.1% 4.0% 0.5%| 10.4%
Allston-Brighton 69,648| 22,016| 31.6% 3.4% 8.1% 6.6% 0.6%| 18.7%
Jamaica Plain 38,196 8,702 22.8% 9.6% 2.8% 3.3% 0.8%| 16.5%
Roxbury 56,658| 11,586 20.4%| 10.7% 4.1% 0.4% 0.6%| 15.8%
N. Dorchester 28,775 9,910 34.4% 5.8%| 10.2% 8.4% 0.1%| 24.5%
S. Dorchester 63,340 19,857 31.3% 3.8% 6.8% 6.1% 0.3%| 17.0%
Dorchester Combined 92,115] 29,767 32.3% 4.2% 7.4% 6.4% 0.2%| 18.3%
Mattapan 37,607 11,249 29.9% 5.5% 8.1% 0.2% 0.5%| 14.3%
Roslindale 34,618 9,052 26.1% 7.3% 7.8% 2.5% 1.1%| 18.7%
W. Roxbury 28,753 4,929 17.1% 1.7% 3.7% 1.1% 1.2% 7.7%
Hyde Park 31,598 8,186| 25.9% 4.4% 7.3% 0.9% 0.3%| 12.9%
City Total 588,501| 151,836) 25.8% 6.5% 5.3% 4.0%) 0.5%| 16.3%)

* Linguistic isolation includes population that speaks English less than “very well.”

Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority, Census 2000 Neighborhood and Subneighborhood Reports

Table D-7 Metropolitan Boston Segregation Indices - A
Asian Black Latino White Other Total

Boston City 46,419 19%| 151,246 49%| 85,089] 25%| 291,561 7%| 14,826] 17%| 589,141 11%
8% 26% 14% 49% 3% 100%

Urban Core® 87,179 36%| 192,563 62%( 144,041| 41%]| 596,593 14%| 25331| 29%]|1,045,707| 20%
8% 18% 14% 57% 2% 100%

Satellite Cites™ | 39,809| 16%| 50,983 16%| 116,726 34%| 549,907| 13%| 25,189| 29%| 782,614 15%
5% 7% 15% 70% 3% 100%

Suburbs 115,389 48%| 67,981 22%| 86,475 25%(3,152,154| 73%| 37,073| 42%|3,459,072| 65%
3% 2% 2% 91% 1% 100%

Metro Area 242377 100%| 311,527 100%| 347,242| 100%|4,298,654| 100%| 87,593| 100%|5,287,393 100%
5% 6% 7% 81% 2% 100%

A Includes Boston, Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Lynn, Malden, Somerville, Waltham
** Includes Attleboro, Brockton, Fall River, Fitchburg, Gloucester, Lawrence, Leominster, Lowell, New
Bedford, Worcester

Source: Stuart, Guy, Boston At The Crossroads, Working Paper No. 12 (Rappaport Institute for Greater
Boston and Taubman Center for State and Local Government, 2004)
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Table D-8 Metropolitan Boston Segregation Indices - B

Tract Isolation Evenness Clustering

Level Asian | Black | Latino | White = Asian | Black | Latino = White = Asian = Black Latino = White
Boston 17.8%| 57.4%| 24.9%| 67.6%| 0.44| 0.61| 037 054 1.75| 1.71| 1.35 1.36

Urban Core* | 15.9%| 47.0%| 25.3%| 69.8%| 0.36] 0.56| 0.39] 0.46] 1.33| 1.91 1.27] 1.26
Satellite

Cities™ 15.4%| 14.2%| 36.9%| 76.9%| 0.43 0.4 049 043 23| 175 1.7) 114
Suburbs 8.2%| 6.9%| 9.6%| 91.8%| 0.42] 0.39 0.4 034 1.83 281 2.1 1
Metro 12.2%| 32.9%| 25.3%| 86.9%| 0.44| 0.59] 0.55] 051 1.83] 3.66] 233 1.1

*Includes Boston, Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Lynn, Malden, Somerville, Waltham
**Includes Attleboro, Brockton, Fall River, Fitchburg, Gloucester, Lawrence, Leominster, Lowell, New
Bedford, Worcester

Source: Stuart, Guy, Boston at the Crossroads (Rappaport Institute for Greater Boston, December 14, 2004)

Table D-9 Demographic Comparison of South End and Jamaica Plain Census Tracts

Median Median
white (non | white (non
Hisp) family | Hisp) family
income/Medi|income/Medi

an black | an Hispanic Wht Not

Neighbor- Census family family Blk % Asian % Hisp % Hisp %

hood Tract income income Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty
South End 0707.00 4.14 5.20 13.6% 26.6% 28.0% 5.4%
South End 0708.00 4.18 3.63 21.1% 36.3% 16.2% 14.0%
South End 0709.00 3.81 3.96 35.5% 11.8% 48.6% 10.8%
South End 0705.00 7.07 7.24 55.9% 10.3% 47.2% 5.9%
South End 0804.00 1.75 1.91 29.8% NA 29.3% 11.8%
South End 0711.00 2.61 3.12 35.1% 44.5% 32.5% 16.9%
South End 0805.00 1.52 2.61 36.1% 75.7% 46.9% 35.8%
South End 0712.00 6.70 6.27 66.8% 15.1% 45.8% 32.6%
Jamaica Plain] 1201.02 1.10 1.00 0.0% 8.9% 15.3% 5.0%
Jamaica Plain] 1206.00 1.66 1.29 22.6% 7.4% 28.2% 12.6%
Jamaica Plain] 1204.00 2.22 2.30 9.6% 0.0% 13.1% 8.8%
Jamaica Plain] 1201.01 0.78 2.99 15.8% 0.0% 21.9% 8.9%
Jamaica Plain] 0809.00 5.71 2.62 47.1% 38.4% 54.3% 32.1%
Jamaica Plain] 0811.00 1.37 1.26 11.6% 13.2% 27.2% 25.8%
Jamaica Plain] 1202.00 1.46 1.55 16.7% 3.4% 25.9% 10.5%
Jamaica Plain] 1207.00 1.66 2.38 14.2% 0.0% 30.7% 13.6%
Jamaica Plain] 1205.00 1.11 1.08 20.4% 9.5% 17.3% 18.6%
Jamaica Plain] 0808.00 6.66 6.72 53.3% 16.5% 39.3% 14.2%
Jamaica Plain] 0812.00 2.01 2.09 50.0% 48.6% 38.6% 49.6%
Jamaica Plain] 0810.00 0.52 0.86 30.4% 29.4% 41.6% 31.3%

Comparable data not available for South End census tracts 704 and 706
Source: Decennial Census 2000
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Table D-10 Income, Poverty, and Racial Concentration of Boston Planning Districts
Total Median Poverty % Non-
Name Population | % Minority | Income | % of City | % of MSA Rate % College | Family

EastBoston 38,413 50.33%| $31,310 79.0% 56.7% 19.5% 4.7% 7.2%
Charlestown 15,195 21.38%| $56,110 | 141.6%| 101.7% 17.5% 6.7% 12.3%
S. Boston 29,965| 15.48%| $40,311| 101.7% 73.0% 17.3% 6.8% 13.0%
Central 25,173 30.42%| $46,841| 118.2% 84.9% 16.9% 14.6% 13.8%
Back Bay-Beacon Hil 26,721 15.22%| $66,427| 167.6%| 120.4% 10.3% 22.5% 13.5%
South End 28,239| 54.74%| $41,590| 104.9% 75.4% 23.9% 12.5% 17.6%
Fenway-Kenmore 35,602 30.52%| $23,356 58.9% 42.3% 37.3% 67.2% 29.0%
Allston-Brighton 69,648 31.32%| $38,941 98.3% 70.6% 23.0% 27.7% 30.3%
Jamaica Plain 38,196| 50.18%| $41,524| 104.8% 75.2% 20.9% 14.5% 21.5%
Roxbury 56,658| 95.16%| $27,133 68.5% 49.2% 27.1% 6.5% 5.3%
N. Dorchester 28,775 64.41%| $36,193 91.3% 65.6% 20.8% 8.8% 11.7%
S. Dorchester 63,340| 69.98%| $39,587 99.9% 71.7% 17.3% 7.2% 8.4%
Dorchester Combined 92,115| 68.24%| $37,890 95.6% 68.7% 19.1% 8.0% 10.1%
Mattapan 37,607 96.19%| $32,748 82.6% 59.3% 22.3% 71% 4.2%
Roslindale 34,618 44.20%| $46,846| 118.2% 84.9% 13.6% 8.6% 11.2%
W. Roxbury 28,753| 16.43%| $53,607| 135.3% 97.1% 6.4% 6.8% 6.2%
Hyde Park 31,598| 56.88%| $44,704| 112.8% 81.0% 10.4% 7.4% 5.4%
Total 588,501| 50.50%| $39,629| 100.0% 71.8% 19.5% 15.1% 14.2%

Denotes Minority Concentrated Area Based on All Minorities
Denotes White Concentrated Area, Based on All Minorities
Denotes greater than average poverty

Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority, Census 2000 Neighborhood and Subneighborhood Reports

Table D-11

Total
Population
34,653
30,108
37,024
47,779
23,381
22,119
15,785
10,281
13,411
37,208

Tract %
Minority
<10%
10-<20%
20-<30%
30-<40%
40-<50%
50-<60%
60-<70%
70-<80%
80-<90%
90-100%

% of those w
</=30 minute

% of Total = commute
taking less using public

than 30 | transporta-

minutes tion

60.4% 16.2%
59.4% 13.6%
54.7% 22.7%
55.5% 20.3%
52.2% 23.0%
51.5% 25.7%
45.7% 20.8%
47.2% 20.5%
43.5% 13.6%
40.5% 14.9%

% of those w
30-44 minute
commute
% of Total |using public
taking 30-44 = transporta-

minutes tion
26.7% 41.5%
271% 32.3%
28.2% 48.5%
27.1% 45.4%
29.8% 48.9%
29.3% 51.8%
31.2% 42.7%
31.0% 42.7%
29.1% 35.7%
31.1% 39.5%

Travel Time to Work and Means of Transportation

% of those w
45-59 minute
commute
% of Total |using public
taking 45-59 = transporta-

minutes tion

8.0% 41.9%

8.2% 48.0%
11.6% 59.4%
10.1% 59.0%
10.9% 56.6%

9.9% 61.4%
11.2% 57.3%
12.2% 48.9%
14.9% 54.0%
13.3% 56.4%

% of Total
taking more

than 60

minutes
4.9%
5.3%
5.6%
7.2%
71%
9.2%
11.9%
9.5%
12.5%
15.1%

Commuters
on public
% of those w | transportatio

60 minute or| nwa60
+commute = minute +
using public  commute as
transport- % of all

ation commuters
40.3% 2.0%
39.1% 2.1%
53.0% 2.9%
59.0% 4.2%
52.3% 3.7%
62.4% 5.8%
62.2% 7.4%
55.5% 5.3%
65.1% 8.2%
66.7% 10.0%

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 Table P32 - Travel time to work by means of transportation
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% Working
Outside
Boston

32.8%
38.4%
39.4%
33.4%
33.3%
32.9%
33.3%
31.1%
29.8%
27.5%
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Table D-12 Housing Problems by Household Type, All Households

Renters Owners
Household by Type, Income, &
Housing Problem Elderly R:':L r:;::d Al | Tota | Eiderly Rse;':e':i r:;::d Al | Tota | Total
1&2 2to4 |[(50r more 1&2 2to4 |(5or more Household
mt(embers) mimbers) (members) Other Renters mimbers) mimbers) (members) Other Owners s

1. Household Income <= 50% MFI [ 18831 22920 6,500{ 28209 76,460| 6,684| 3,139| 1,296] 2,932| 14,051| 90,511
2 Household Income <=30% MFI [ 14.414| 14,010 3,715 19434| 51573 3230 1,349 457| 1679 6715 58,288
3. % with any housing problems 55 699 83| 638 644 76| 781 923 747|772 659
4. % Cost Burden >30% 525| 618/ 649 619 595| 753 733]  87.1 738 753| 613
5. % Cost Burden >50% 32| 475 454 523 448 504| 615 70| 679 583| 464
OISR 4 a17| 8910|2785 8775\ 24887| 3454] 1790]  839| 1253] 7.336| 32223
7. % with any housing problems 537| 648| 763| 814 70| 444| 816 869 765 638 686
8. % Cost Burden >30% 509| 56.2| 408 793| 617| 444| 799 785 749 622 618
9. % Cost Burden >50% 187 16 99| 442| 257 234| 517 47 542| 383| 286
T 2430] 7.830| 2490 11.840| 24590 3493| 3550 1385 2339 10767| 35357
11.% with any housing problems 325 405 62.7 62.3 525 329 61.1 733 615 53.6 52.8
12.% Cost Burden >30% 30 30.7 114 59.8 42.7 32.3 59.4 56.7 61.5 50.7 452
13. % Cost Burden >50% 95 34 08 134 86 13.1 248 148 303 20.9 123
14. Household Income >80% MFI 3209 18,780 3270 35985| 61.244| 7,239 23560 5880 15710 52,389| 113,633
15.% with any housing problems 13.7 13 514 14.6 16.1 15.9 17.3 28.3 239 20.3 18
16.% Cost Burden >30% 10.7 48 15 1.7 9 155 15.4 13.1 232 175 12.9
17. % Cost Burden >50% 26 02 0 0.7 06 46 23 13 4.1 3 17
18. Total Households 24470| 49530\ 12,260| 76,034| 162,294| 17,416| 30,249 8561 20,981| 77,207 239,501
19. % with any housing problems 471 428 68.9 423 452 36.1 289 447 35.3 34 416
20. % Cost Burden >30 445\ 343 316| 398/ 382 357 27| 305 346 314 36
21. % Cost Burden >50 235 16.9 162 20.9 197 185 105 116 15.1 137 178
Definitions:

= Any housing problems: cost burden greater than 30% of income and/or overcrowding and/or without
complete kitchen or plumbing facilities.

= QOther housing problems: overcrowding (1.01 or more persons per room) and/or without complete
kitchen or plumbing facilities.

=  Elderly households: 1 or 2 person household, either person 62 years old or older.

= Renter: Data do not include renters living on boats, RVs or vans. This excludes approximately 25,000
households nationwide.

=  Cost Burden:Cost burden is the fraction of a household's total gross income spent on housing costs. For
renters, housing costs include rent paid by the tenant plus utilities. For owners, housing costs include
mortgage payment, taxes, insurance, and utilities.

Source: 2000 CHAS Data
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Table D-13 Renter Housing Problems, People with Disabilities and All

Households with People with Mobility
Renter Households and Self Care Limitations All Boston Renter Households
Extra Elderly Elderly | Small Large
Household by Type, Income, & Housing |Elderly 1&| 1&2 Total 1&2 |[Related (2 | Related (5 Total
Problem 2 Member | Member | All Other | Renters | Member to 4) or more) | All Other | Renters
Household Income <=30% MFI 3,795| 3,160 6,900 13,855| 14,414 14,010 3,715| 19,434| 51,573
% with any housing problems 51.1 53.6 67.2 59.7 55 69.9 83 63.8 64.4
Household Income >30 to <=50% MFI 1,095 795 2,760( 4,650 4417 8910 2,785 8,775| 24,887
% with any housing problems 521 52.2 59.8 56.7 53.7 64.8 76.3 81.4 70
Household Income >50 to <=80% MFI 375 5101 2,030 2915 2430 7,830 2,490| 11,840 24,590
% with any housing problems 22.7 314 40.4 36.5 325 40.5 62.7 62.3 525
Household Income >80% MFI 470 450 2,895| 3,815 3,209 18,780 3,270| 35,985| 61,244
% with any housing problems 13.8 111 17.8 16.5 13.7 13 514 14.6 16.1
Total Households 5,735| 4,915| 14585 25235| 24,470| 49,530 12,260 76,034| 162,294
% with any housing problems 46.4 47.2 52.3 50 471 428 68.9 423 452
Elderly: 1 or 2 members, either person 62 to 74 years old
Extra Elderly: 1 or 2 members, either person 75 years or older
Source: State of the Cities Data System (HUD, from the 2000 Census)
Table D-14 Owner Housing Problems, People with Disabilities and All
Households with People with Mobility
Owner Households and Self Care Limitations All Owner Households
Extra
Elderly 1 | Elderly 1 Elderly1 | Small Large
Household by Type, Income, & Housing &2 &2 &2 Related (2 | Related (5 Total
Problem Member | Member | All Other [ Total Member to 4) or more) | All Other [ Owners
Household Income <=30% MFI 750 399 685 1,834 3,230 1,349 457 1,679 6,715
% with any housing problems 72.7 85.2 80.3 78.2 76 781 92.3 74.7 772
Household Income >30 to <=50% MFI 695 364 790 1,849 3,454 1,790 839 1,253 7,336
% with any housing problems 46 57.7 78.5 62.2 444 81.6 86.9 76.5 63.8
Household Income >50 to <=80% MFI 730 364 1,065 2,159 3,493 3,550 1,385 2,339| 10,767
% with any housing problems 233 354 53.1 40 329 61.1 73.3 61.5 53.6
Household Income >80% MFI 1,085 710 4,360 6,155 7,239| 23,560 5,880 15,710 52,389
% with any housing problems 12.9 23.9 255 231 15.9 17.3 28.3 23.9 20.3
Total Households 3,260 1,837 6,900 11,997 17,416| 30,249 8,561| 20,981 77,207
% with any housing problems 36 46.2 41.2 40.6 36.1 28.9 447 35.3 34
Elderly: 1 or 2 members, either person 62 to 74 years old
Extra Elderly: 1 or 2 members, either person 75 years or older
Source: State of the Cities Data System (HUD, from the 2000 Census)
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Table D-15 Boston Units/Properties Registered with the Massachusetts Registry

Planning # Units Studio/
District # Congregate % 0 and 3BR & +
Properties |  Total ELI Other LI Market Units 1BR Units | 1BR Units | 2BR Units Units

Allston-Brighton 25 270 144 100 26 7 155 60.0% 76 32
Back Bay-Beacon Hill 12 114 25 72 17 40 63[ 90.4% 11 0
Cenfral 17 417 389 13 15 16 320| 80.6% 80 1
Charlestown 12 488 460 0 28 6 121 26.0% 125 236
East Boston 15 152 144 5 3 8 111 78.3% 23 10
Fenway-Kenmore 22 268 213 9 46 45 188| 86.9% 33 2
Hyde Park 3 6 6 0 0 0 4 66.7% 1 1
Jamaica Plain 23 356 298 54 4 23 222| 68.8% 65 46
Matiapan 10 187 157 3 27 48 100 79.1% 27 12
North Dorchester 10 248 164 2 82 12 72| 33.9% 95 69
Roslindale 4 26 22 0 4 2 20| 84.6% 4 0
Roxbury 65 538 400 117 21 95 225 59.5% 132 86
South Boston 10 85 74 9 2 1 28| 34.1% 30 26
South Dorchester 31 216 167 12 37 59 90| 69.0% 55 12
South End 38 428 388 18 22 104 213 74.1% 58 53
West Roxbury 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0
Unknown 5 8 7 0 1 1 3| 50.0% 3 1
TOTAL 302 3,807 3,058 414 335 467 1,935 63.1% 818 587

80.3%| 10.9% 8.8% 12.3%| 50.8%| 63.1%| 21.5%| 15.4%

Source: MassAccess

Table D-16 Units/Properties Registered with the Massachusetts Registry, Balance of

Metro
Balance of Metro # # Units Congregate %0 and 3BR &+

Kirwan Opportunity Rank | Properties | Total ELI Other LI | Market Units | 1BR Units | 1BR Units | 2BR Units |  Units

Very High 172| 1,203 798 64 341 118 795 75.9% 215 75

High 173| 1,585 848 257 430 255 917| 73.9% 295 118

Moderate 147) 1,276 872 62 342 52 925 76.6% 262 37

Low 55 333 253 8 72 15 203| 65.5% 82 33

Very Low 48 627 578 27 22 85 445 84.5% 73 24

TOTAL 595| 5,024| 3,349 418 1,257 525| 3,285 75.8% 927 287
66.7% 8.3%| 25.0%| 10.4%| 65.4%| 75.8%| 18.5% 5.7%

Source: MassAccess
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Table D-17 Mortgage Lending by Boston Neighborhood, 2004-2008, Including High
Cost (High APR) Loans
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Home Home Home Home Home
Purch- Purch- Purch- Purch- Purch- % HALs % HALs
% ase ase ase ase ase over 5 2004-
Neighborhood Minority| Loans % HALs| Loans | % HALs| Loans % HALs| Loans | % HALs| Loans % HALs|Yrs 2006
Mattapan 96.2% 403| 33.7% 479| 58.0% 305| 54.4% 180| 28.9% 128| 12.5%| 43.3%| 48.8%
Roxbury 95.2% 554| 23.3% 801| 41.6% 469 49.0% 334| 25.4% 221| 12.7%| 33.8%| 37.9%
Dorchester 68.2% 535 23.2%| 1,668 43.6%| 1,061 40.8% 728| 22.9% 582| 6.4%| 32.5%| 39.3%
Hy de Park 57.0%| 1,262| 20.4% 694| 50.1% 345| 41.2% 243| 15.6% 215 9.8%| 29.2%| 32.5%
East Boston 50.3% 478| 20.3% 714| 34.6% 354 31.9% 266| 13.2% 220 6.8%| 24.9%| 29.6%
Roslindale 44.2% 702| 10.1% 787| 29.1% 463| 27.9% 335/ 9.0% 262 5.0%| 18.5%| 22.0%
West Rox bury 16.4% 491 6.9% 523| 13.6% 356 11.2% 345| 3.8% 270) 4.4%| 8.6%| 10.6%
Allston/Brighton 31.3% 909| 4.8% 926| 12.7% 551 13.1% 466| 4.5% 310, 3.9%| 8.4%| 9.8%
South Boston 15.5%| 1,131| 4.9%| 1,010) 14.6% 722| 10.9% 709| 5.5% 512 2.0%| 8.1%| 9.8%
Jamaica Plain 50.2% 648 4.5% 691| 10.7% 438 8.4% 419 2.6% 326| 2.8%| 6.3%| 7.9%
Fenway/Kenmore 15.2% 305/ 0.7% 256/ 8.6% 465 41% 161 3.1% 920 11%| 3.8%| 4.2%
Charlestown 21.4% 639 2.5% 595| 4.7% 315| 3.2% 329| 5.8% 277 1.8%| 3.6%| 3.5%
South End 54.7% 749 2.4% 679 6.2% 562| 4.4% 458 2.0% 468) 1.9%| 3.5%| 4.3%
Central 30.5% 768 2.5% 600/ 5.3% 179] 1.7% 294|  4.4% 248 2.0%| 3.4%| 3.5%
Back Bay/Beacon Hill 30.4% 812 1.7% 694 6.1% 467 51% 451 1.8% 341 15%| 3.4%| 4.1%
BOSTON TOTAL 50.5%| 10,386| 10.1%| 11,117| 24.6%| 7,052| 21.6%| 5,718 9.5%| 4,472| 4.4%| 15.6%| 18.6%
Refin- Refin- Refin- Refin- Refin- % HALs % HALs
% ance ance ance ance ance over 5 2004-
Neighborhood Minority| Loans % HALs| Loans | % HALs| Loans % HALs| Loans | % HALs| Loans % HALs|Yrs 2006
Mattapan 96.2% 941| 17.4% 869| 34.3% 652| 44.5% 366| 27.0% 151| 10.6%| 29.1%| 30.5%
Roxbury 95.2% 910| 15.5% 813| 36.8% 645| 40.3% 336| 28.9% 150 7.3%| 28.3%| 29.6%
Dorchester 68.2%| 1,940| 15.1%| 1,913| 27.5%| 1,292| 33.2% 813| 19.8% 467 4.5%| 22.3%| 24.3%
East Boston 50.3% 577  9.9% 514| 23.0% 410| 34.1% 250| 33.6% 178  9.0%| 21.5%| 21.0%
Hy de Park 57.0%| 1,146| 12.2% 911| 27.2% 627| 35.1% 435/ 11.3% 245 6.9%| 20.0%| 22.6%
Roslindale 44.2% 89%4| 8.5% 905| 14.4% 492 28.5% 350| 14.6% 317 4.4%| 13.9%| 15.1%
South Boston 15.5% 727 6.3% 704| 11.1% 468 18.2% 385| 7.8% 518/ 2.3%| 9.0%| 11.0%
Charlestown 21.4% 435 41% 355 7.3% 197| 10.2% 194| 28.9% 276 0.7%| 8.4%| 6.5%
West Rox bury 16.4% 748 4.4% 661| 9.5% 356 17.1% 334| 7.2% 383 3.4%| 7.8%| 8.9%
Jamaica Plain 50.2% 687 4.5% 520| 10.6% 325 16.0% 238| 5.5% 304| 3.0%| 7.7%| 9.0%
Aliston/Brighton 31.3% 675 4.1% 575| 10.3% 327| 14.7% 339| 8.6% 336| 0.3%| 7.3%| 8.6%
Fenway/Kenmore 15.2% 184 2.7% 155 3.2% 76 9.2% 93| 14.0% 106] 0.9%| 5.0%| 4.1%
South End 54.7% 644 2.6% 454 6.8% 287 11.5% 275 4.7% 409, 0.2%| 4.6%| 5.8%
Central 30.5% 395 2.5% 303| 6.9% 218| 10.6% 230/ 3.5% 261 0.8%| 4.5%| 5.9%
Back Bay/Beacon Hill 30.4% 603| 2.0% 471 2.8% 263| 11.8% 244 3.3% 342 15%| 3.6%| 4.2%
BOSTON TOTAL 50.5%| 11,506| 9.3%| 10,123| 19.5%| 6,635| 27.7%| 4,882 15.1%| 4,443| 3.2%| 15.3%| 17.3%

Source: Borrowing Trouble VI and VIl and Changing Patterns XIV and XV, James Campen, Massachusetts
Community and Banking Council
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Table D-18 Median Single Family Home Prices by Planning District, 2000-2005-2009
Median Sales Price 1-Family Homes

Rank % Rank %

% % Change | Increase % Change | Decrease

Neighborhood |Minority| 2000 2005 00-05 | 2000-2005 | 2009* 05-09 | 2005-2009
East Boston 50.3% | $139,500 $330,000 136.6% 1] $180,000 -45.5% 2
Roxbury 95.2% | $157,500[ $340,000 115.9% 2|  $219,500 -35.4% 3
Dorchester 68.2% | $177,500[ $366,500 106.5% 3| $266,625 -27.3% 4
Mattapan 96.2% | $165,000{ $327,000 98.2% 4] $173,825 -46.8% 1
Hyde Park 57.0%| $195,000{ $356,000 82.6% 5 $259,000 -27.2% 5
Allston® 31.3% | $275,000{ $471,500 71.5% 6| $390,000 -17.3% 6
Roslindale 44.2%| $229,950( $385,000 67.4% 7| $339,000 -11.9% 11
Brighton® $291,000{ $484,500 66.5% 8| $404,500 -16.5% 7
West Roxbury 16.4%| $270,000{ $439,375 62.7% 9| $381,000 -13.3% 9
South Boston 15.5% | $253,500{ $409,000 61.3% 10{ $355,000 -13.2% 10
Jamaica Plain 50.2% | $317,500 $498,000 56.9% 11|  $507,000 1.8% 12
Charlestown 21.4% | $434,750| $604,500 39.0% 12| $512,500 -15.2% 8
Downtown 32.9% | $975,000] $1,351,250 38.6% 13[ $1,998,500 47.9% 13

* Through September

731.3% is the minority population for the Allston-Brighton Planning District

Note - Warren Group neighborhood definitions and BRA planning districts are not directly comparable.
Minority population estimates are based on the BRA neighborhood (planning district) definitions. Downtown
neighborhoods include the Central, Back Bay-Beacon Hill, south End, and Fenway-Kenmore Planning
Districts. The Warren Group refers to these neighborhoods as "Boston." The Warren Group publishes sales

data separately for Allston and Brighton.

Source: The Warren Group
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